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Kerala Gazette No. 2 dated 9th January 1979 . 
PART I 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Abstract 
KERALA SPORTS COUNCIL - SCHEME FOR FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE 
TO SPORTSMEN IN INDIGENT CIRCUMSTANCES , 

AMENDMENT ISSUED 


GENERAL ADMINISTRATION (SERVICES F ) DEPARTMENT . 
G.O. (P ) 488/78/GAD . Dated , Trivandrum , 1st November , 1978 . 


Read :-1. 

GO. ( P ) 362 /77 /GAD dated 28-10-1977 . 
2. Letter No. KSC ( C ) 522/78 dated 1-7-1978 from thic 
Secretary , Kerala Sports Council. 

ORDER 
The following amendments are issued to the Government Order read 
as first paper above . 

Section 2 ( ii) of the scheme appended to the above Government Order 
will be substituted by the following. 

“ Whose income from all sources including that of his/her, wife ! 
husband does not exceed Rs. 300 per mensem " . 

By order of the Governor, 
K. ACHUTHAN NAIR , 

Under Secretary. 


To 


The Secretary, Kerala Sports Council. 
The Accountant General, Kerala . 
The Finance Department. 
All District Collectors . 
The Examiner cf Local Fund Accounts . 


G. 1900 . 
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PARTI 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Abstract 
HOUSING – LOW INCOME GROUP HOUSING SCHEME - AMENDMENT TO THE 

RULES - ORDERS ISSUED 


LABOUR & HOUSING (J) DEPARTMENT 
G. O.Ms. 138 /78 / L & HD . Dated, Trivandrum , 22nd November 1978 . 


Read : -Letter No. 20 ( 37) /76 -HII dated 17-10-1977 from the 

Gnvernment of India , Ministry of Works & Housing, 
New Delhi . 

ORDER 
According to rule 24 of the " Rules for granting Trans to Individuals" 
under the Low Income Group Housing Scheme, l. ans may be granted to an 
individualwhose annual income does not exceed Rs. 7,200 per annum . 
Under note 3 to that rule , joint loan will also be granted to husband and 
wife provided the plot on which the house is to be constructed is join :ly 
owned by them and, the joint income of both husband and wife does not 
exceed Rs . 7,200 per annum . If the joint income of both the husband 
and wife exceeds Rs. 7,200 per annum and the individual income of any one 
of them does not exc ed Rs. 7,200 per annum , th -y may be considered for 
grant of loan under the schemeon the basis of the individual income of 
either of them . The Government of India have suggested in their letter 
read above that the house hold income (income f husband and wife) should 
be reckoned as the criterion for determining eligibility for assistance under 
the Low IncomeGroup Housing /Middle Income Group Housing Schemes . 
After examining the question in detail , Government consider that " family 
income" alone need be taken into consideration for sanctioning the loan 
under the said scheme and , not either individual income or family in ome as 
stipulated in the Rules. In case where an individual has no family, the 
individual income can be taken into account for sanctioning the loan . 
Acordingly, the following amendments are issued to th- Rules regulating 
the Low IncomeGroup Housing Scheme as re-issued in G.O. (P ) 2171761 
LA & SWD dated the 16th September, 1076 namely : 

AMENDMENTI 
1. Short title and commencement .- (a ) These rules may be called the 
Low Income Group Housing Scheme (Amendment) Rules, 1978. 

(b ) They shall come into force at once , 
G. 2082 
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2. In the Rules regulating the Low Income Group Housing Scheme in 
Part- A 

(i) Under the heading " Scope of the Scheme" , - 

(a ) for the first sentence " The term annual income relates only 
to his personal income from all sources but excludes the income of any o her 
earning member of his family " in para 2 , the following sentence shall be 
substituted , namely 

“ Tnc term annual income also relates to the family income of the 

applicant" . 

(b ) for the third para the following para and explanation shall be 
substituted , namely - 

" Loans will be sanctioned on the basis of the family income ofthe 

husband and wife, provided their joint income does not exceed 
Rs. 7,200 per annum . In case the applicant has no family, 

his /her income alone will be reckoned for the purpose . 
Explanation :-The term " family " includes husband, wife and minor 

children " . 
( ii) Under the heading “ Rules for granting loans to individuals” 
for the existing Note 3 to rule 24 the following shall be substituted , 
namely : 

“ 3. Loans will be sactioned on the basis of the family income of 
the husband and wife, provided their joint income does not exceed 
Rs. 7.200 per annum . In case the applicant has no family, his /her income 
alone will be reckoned for the purpose. 
Explanation :—The term " family” includes husband , wife and minor 
children " . 

By order of the Governor , 
R. RAMACHANDRAN NAIR , 

Secretary. 


To 


The Secretary , Board ofRevenue . 
All District Collectors . 
The Accountant General. 
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PARTI 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Abstract 
HOUSING - MIDDLE INCOME GROUP HOUSING SCHEME - AMENDMENT TO THE 

RULES - ORDERS ISSUED 


LABOUR & HOUSING (J ) DEPARTMENT 
G.O. Ms. No. 139 / 78 /L & HD . Dated , Trivandrum , 22nd November 1978 . 


NA 


Read :-1. Letters No. K. Dis. 3379/77 HS dated 10-8-1977 and No. K. 

Dis. 1406 /78 /HS dated 1-6-1978 from the Secretary, Board of 

R - venue (Land Revenue ), Trivandrum . 
2. Letter No. 20 (37) /76 -HII dated 17-10-1977 from the 

Government of India, Ministry of Works, & Housing, 
New Delhi. 


ORDER 


Arcording to riile 3 g ) of the “ Rules for grantof loans to individuals." 
under Middle IncomeGroup Housing Scheme, loansmay be granted even if 
the plot on which the house is prop . sed to be built is jointly owned by the 
aplicant and his her porre, provided the individual income of the 
a plicant (whether husband or wife) is wihin the income range of Rs . 7201 
to Rs. 18,000 per annum and that the plot and the house to be con -truc ed 
are jointly morgaged with the Government by both the applicant and 
his/her spouse . In the letters eat abov- the Secretary, Board of Revenus 

Ltd Revenue ) has suggested that the annual income of both husband and 
wife may be taken into account for sancti ning loins und - r the Middle 
Income Group Housing Scheme, subject to the condition that both of them 
shall exerute a joint morigage deel in favour of Government, Government 
of India have also suggested in their letter read as second paper that the 
househol 1 income (income of busband and wife should be ieckoned as the 
criterion for determining eligibility for assistance under the Low Income 
Group Housing Scheme/Middle IncomeGroup Housing Scheme. After 
examining the question in detail, Government consider that " family income" 
alone need be taken into consideration for sanctioning loan uider the 
scheme and not either individual income or family income a proposed by 
the Secretary , Board of Revenue. In case where an individual has no 
family, the individu: come can be taken into account for sanctioning 

G. 2083 
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the loon . Accordingly the following amendments are issued to the rule 
regulating the Middle IncomeGroup Housing Scheme as reissued in the 
G. O. ( P ) 177 /76 /LA & SWD dated the 28th July , 1976 namely : 

AMENDMENTS 
1. Short title and commencement :-(a ) These rules may be called the 
Middle IncomeGroup Housing Scheme (Amendment) Rules, 1978. 

(b ) They shall come into force at once . 

2 . In the Rules regulating the Middle Income Group Housing 
scheme, 

(i) Under the heading " SCOPE " , for the last sentence occuring 
in para 2 of condition ( c) the following sentences and the explanation shali 
be substituted, namely : 

" Loans will be sanctioned on the basis of the family income of the 
husband and wife , provided their joint income does not exceed Rs. 18,000 
per annum . 

In case the applicant has no family his/her income alone will 
be reckoned for the purpose . 
Explanation :-The term " family" includes husband, wife and minor 

children " . 
( ii ) for the existing sub-rule (g ) of rule 3 under Part I, the 
following sub -rule and the explanation shall be substituted , namely : 

" (g ) Loan shall be granted jointly to the applicant and his /her spouse 
in case the plot on which the house is proposed to be constructed is jointly 
owned by them , provided the income of both the husband and wife is 
within the income range of Rs. 7,201to Rs. 18,000 per annum and that 
both of them shall execute a joint morigage deed mortgaging the plot.and 
the house to be constructed thercon with the Government. If the family 
income of both the husband and wife exceeds Rs. 18,000 per annum but 
the individual income of any one of them does not exceed Rs. 18,000 per 
appum , either the husband or the wife shall not be considered for the grant 
of loan under the scheme on the basis of his or her income. In case the 
applicant has no family, his /ner income alone will be reckoned for sanction 
ing the loan under the scheme. 
Explanation :--The term " family" includes husband, wife and minor 
children " . 

By order of the Governor, 
R. RAMACHANDRAN , NAIR , 

Secretary. 
The Secretary, Board of Revenue 
All District Collectors 
The Finance Department (vide U. O. No. 1347/Dev . 2 /78 /Fin . 

dt. 13-3-1978 ) 
The Law Department (vide U. O. No. 1878 /D3/78 /Law dt. 8-2-1978 . 
The Accountant General 


to 
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PART 1 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Laborw and Housing ( A ) Departmeat 

NOTIFICATION 


G. O. (Rt.) No. 1484 /78 /L & H. Dated, Trivandrum , 23rd September 1978 . 

The award of the Labour Court, Quilon in respect of the dispute 
between ShriK. Raghavan , Manager, Muraleevar am Estate, (Puthen 
Veedu , Vattapada ) Placherry, P. O. Punalur and his workmen represented 
by the General Secretary , Central Travancore Estate Labour Congress , 
Punalur received by Government on 8-9-1978 is hereby published under 
section 17 of the Industrial disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947) . 

By order of the Governor , 
P. M.SREEVASUDEVAN , 

Deputy Secretary . 


In the Labour Court, Quilon 
Dated this the 11th day of August , 1978 

Present : 
SHRI ALFRED DANIEL , B. A., B. L. 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 87/71 

Between 
Shri K. Raghavan , Manager, Muraleevanam Estate , ( Puthen Veedu, 
Vattapada ), Placherry , P. O. Punalur 

And 
The workmen of the above estate represented by the General Secretary , 

Central Travancore Estate Labour Congress, Punalur 
Representations : 

Shri K. Subash , 
Advocate, 

For the Management. 
Quilon . 
Shri David Koshy , 
Advocate , 

For the Union . 
Quilon . 
GA . 206 /L 
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AWARD 


The above Industrial Dispute between Shri K. Raghavan , Manager, 
Muraleevanam Estate (Puthen Veedu , Vattapada ), Placherry, P. o . 
Punalur and the workmen of the above estate represented by the General 
Secretary , Central Travancore Estate Labour Congress, Punalur was 
referred to this Court for adjudication under Section 10 (1) ( C ) of the Indu 
strial Disputes Act of 1947 as per Order in G.O. Rt. No. 2330 /71/LSWD 
dated 25-11-1971. 

The issues referred for adjudication are: 
“ 1. Dismissal of Tappers, K. Bhanu , C. Bhaskaran and 

K. Jaganathan . 
2 . Arrears ofwages due for the years 1966 to 1970 as per wage 

rates existed in the Rubber Plantation Industry . 
3. Bonus for the years 1966 to 1969 as per industry -wide 

settlement in the Rubber Plantation Industry . 
The Central Travancore Estate Labour Congress has filed a claim 
statement putting forward the following case : K. Bhanu, G. Bhaskaran and 
K. Jaganathan were employed by the opposite party as rubber tappers in 
the Muraleevanam Estate on time-rated wages from 1-3-1966 and they 
enjoyed continuity of service from 1-3-1966 till they were denied employment 
on 10-11-1970 by a notice issued by the opposite party without any justifi 
cation . The union had submitted a memorandum on their behalf on 
20-9-1970 demanding arrears of wages, bonus etc. The direct negotiation 
by the union ended in failure. So the conciliation officer, Pathanamthitta 
initiated conciliation proceedings. He convened several conciliation 
conferences, but the opposite party did not appear for any one of them . 
In the meanwhile, the opposite party dismissed the 3 workers on 17-11-1970 
by way of victimisation , without any enquiry and without adhering to any 
principles of natural justice. The workers are not guilty of any misconduct. 
So they are entitled to be reinstated with back wages from 17-11-1970 . 
They are also entitled to : 

(!) . Arrears of wages for the period 1966 to 1970 as per wage rates 
existed in the rubber plantation industry. 
Wage rate 

Wages paid 
1966 Rs. 2.88 

Rs. 2.50 
1967 Rs. 2.98 

Rs. 2.75 
1968 Rs. 3.102 

Rs. 2.75 
1969 Rs. 4.08 

Rs. 2.75 
1970 Rs. 4.15 

Rs. 3.00 
( 2 ) Bonus for 1966 to 1969 as per industry -wide settlement in the 
rubber plantation industry . The bonus as fixed and declared by the 
plantation Labour Committee, consisting of representatives of both the 
employer and employees of the industry . 
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9 ) 


for 1966 121 % of the total earnings . 

1967 
1968 134 

do . 
1969 144 

do . 
The workers were paid only nominal bonus . They are also entitled to 
bonus under the Bonus Act. 

The opposite party has filed a written statement contending. 
Jaganathan was a High School student and Bhanu was a worker in an 
estate at Odanavattam in 1969 and as such they can never be employees 
under the opposite party in that year or before that, and Bhaskaran was a 
Crack . K. Bhanu , G. Bhaskaran and Jaganathan were temporary workers 
under the opposite party from 15-3-1970 till 10-11-1970, on which date 
their services were terminated for gross misconducts of (1) concerted action 
of not attending for work at fixed time, (2 ) intentionally wounding the 
trees while at work and (3 ) absence without leave from 7-11-1970 . For 
such misconducts committed by them , show cause notices issued to 
them and they had given their explanations. The explanations were not 
satisfactory . Their services were terminated not by way of victmisations, 
nor offending any of the principles of social or natural justice. Failure to 
conduct domestic enquiry against them will not affect their termination of 
service, as the termination of service was before the introduction of Section 
11 A of the Industrial Disputes Act and the management has hence the 
right to prove the misconduct before this Court. The union had never 
demanded any wage arrears through any memorandum . The workers are 
not entitled to wages before 15-3-1970 as they were employed only from 
that date . For 15-3-1970 to 10-11-1970 they were given minimum wages 
and so they are not entitled to anything more. They are also not entitled to 
bonus. This court has no jurisdiction also to adjudicate on the issues of wage 
arrears and bonus arrears. The management attended all the conferences, 
except two, held by the Deputy Labour Officer, Pathanamthittta and explai 
ned the true position of the dispute . Due to unavoidable circumstances the 
management could not attend the remaining two conferences, but 
application for adjournments were given and they were granted by the 
Deputy Labour Officer. For these reasons the claim of the union has to be 
rejected . 

The union has filed a replication traversing the averments in the 
written statement and further " clarifying that Bhanu joined duty on 
8-5-1966 , Bhaskaran in August 1969 and Jaganathan in December 1969 and 
all the three have continuity of service upto 10-11-1970 . 

The evidence adduced before this Court consists of the testimony of 
W. W. I to W. W. 3 and M. W. 1 and Exts. Pl to P26 and Di to D4. 

The gyst of the dispute between the partics is this : According to the 
union as per the claim statement ,the 3 tappers were embloyed from 1966 
and they were dismissed illegally on 17-11-1970 by way of victimisation and 
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So they are entitled to the reinstated with back wages. Further, the 
management had not implemented the wage rates existed in the rubber 
plantation industry, during 1966 to 1970 and so the workers are entitled to 
enhanced arrear wages for that period. Then again , bonus for 1966 to 
1969 as per industry -wide settlement has not been paid to the workers, but 
only nominal bonus and so they are entitled to the arrear bonus. On the 
other hand , the management s case is : The three tappers were employed by 
the opposite party only from 15-3-1970 and that too on a temporary basis 
and their services were terminated on 10-11-1970 for gross misconduct. 
They have not worked for the minimum number of days i. e. 240 days 
required for protection under the Industrial Disputes Act. The claim for 
arrear wages and bonus is baseless as the workers were paid the minimum 
wages. 

Under Section 25F of the Industrial Disputes Act of 1947 workman , 
who has been in continuous service for not less than one year, cannot be 
retrenched without satisfying certain conditions prescribed thereunder. In 
otherwords, workman having less than one year service can be retrenched 
without complying with the conditions. So the question arises as to 
whether the 3 tappers Bhanu, Bhaskaran and Jaganathan had continuous 
service atleast for one year. The case of the opposite party is that they 
have service only from 15-3-1970 to 10-11-1970 . i. e, less than 240 days so 
that they would not get continuous service of one year as contemplated in 
Section 25 B of the Industrial Disputes Act. This case of the management 
has to be accepted for several reasons. In the claim statement , it is averned 
by the Union that the 3 workers were employed from 1-3-1966 . But in the 
replication of the union it is stated that Bhanu , Bhaskaran and Jaganathan 
were employed from 8-5-1966 , August 1969 and December 1969 respectively . 
Bhanu as W.W. 1 would say that he was employed from 8-5-1964 . 
Bhaskaran has not been examined . And Jaganathan as W. W. 2 says at 
one time that hewas employed from 21-12-1969 and at another time that he 
had worked for 2 years till 9-11-1970 . The union Secretary , who filed the 
claim statement has sworn as W. W. 3 that he gave the service particulars 
in his pleadings on information received from the workers. He has no 
explanation as to the difference regarding the joining dates of the workers 
in the claim statement and the replication . Thus the joining dates, even 
years, are inconsistent not only in the pleadings, but also in the testimony of 
W. Ws. 1 and 2. Further, W. W. I las sworn that there are records, 
which he will produce to show that he was in service from 1966. But no 
such record has been produced ; nor the opposite party was called upon to 
produce any particular record . In short, excepting for the inconsistent and 
interested textimony of W. W s. 1 and 2 , there is neither record nor inde 
pendant evidence adduced by the union to discharge its burden to prove 
that any of the 3 workers had continnous service for one year. So they are 
not entitled to any retrenchment compensation . 

Dismissal ofthe 3 workers was before the introduction of Section 11A 
in the Industrial Disputes Act. They were dismissed on the following 
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charges: (1) concerted action of not attending work at fixed time. (2) 
wounding the trees intentionally while at work . (3 ) Absence without leave 
from 7-11-1970. Admittedly there was no formal domestic enquiry . Show 
cause notices were issued to the workers. Ext. D1 is copy of notice issued to 
W.W. 1 Bhanu. Ext. D2 (P5 copy) is his reply to Ext. D1. Ext. D3 is 
copy ( P4 is the original) of the show cause notice issued to W.W. 2 
Jaganathan . Ext. D4 is the reply to Ext. D3 . In the replies of the 
workers, the charges are seen denied , but according to the opposite party as 
M. W. 1 since he was convinced of the charges he terminated the services of 
the 3 workers, without holding a formal enquiry. Since this is a case prior 
to the introduction of Section 11A in the Industrial Disputes Act, parties 
have adduced evidence before this Court. 

In Ext. P1 representation made by the 3 workers to the opposite party, 
the fact that the rubber trees were wounded is admitted ; but according to 
them that has happened due to other tappers employed by the opposite 
party. When once the damage to the trees, while the delinquents were in 
service, is admitted by them , the burden is on them to prove that the 
damage was caused by others at the instance of the opposite party , as 
alleged in Ext. Pl . But there is no evidence adduced by the union to 
discharge that burden . Not even W. Ws. 1 and 3 swear to that case in Ext . 
Pl. W. W.2 who swears that wounds were caused to trees by other 
tappers engaged by the opposite party had no such case in his explanation 
to the show cause notice. His co -workers Bhanu and Bhaskaran had also no 
such explanation in their replies to the show cause notices issued to them . 
So there is no evidence to prove that the trees were not wounded by the 
workers concerned in this case . As regards the other 2 charges, which are 
not so admitted by the workers, the opposite party on whom the burden 
lies has not adduced any evidence. So those charges stand not proved ; the 
charge of wounding the trees by Bhanu, bhaskaran and Jaganathan alone is 
proved . 

It is admitted by W. W.1 " 20 ). Sa ngmº ng JO1000W 30 
Ajoonmu” . So termination of service on that charge cannot be said to be 
fantastically harsh , Even otherwise , in a case prior to the introduction of 
Section 116 in the Industrial Disputes Act, this court s jurisdiction to go 
into the propriety of the punishment imposed by the Management is limited . 
For all these reasons, the termination service of Bhanu, Bhaskaran and 
Jaganathan cannot be interfered with . 

As regards the other claim of the union for arrears ofwages and bonus 
for 1966 to 1969, I may at the outset say that I have already held that the 3 
workers are not proved to have worked under the opposite party or in his 
Muraleevanam Estate before 15-3-1970 . Therefore they are not entitled to 
wages or bonus for 1966 to 1969 claimed by them . 

In the result, I pass an award rejecting the claimsof the union and 
holding that tappers Sri K. Bhanu , C. Bhaskaran and K. Jaganathan are 
not entitled to be reinstated in service under the opposite party and also not 
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entitled to arrear wages and bonus as claimed by their Union . 

Parties to 
bear costs in the circumstances of the case . 

This award will take effect on the expiry of 30 days of its publication in 
the Kerala Government Gazette as enjoined in Section 17A (1 ) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 

ALFRED DANIEL 
Presiaing Officer. 


APPENDIX 
Witnesses examined on the side of the Union . 

W.W.1 K. Bhanu . 
W.W.2 K. Jaganathan . 

W.W.3 A. P. Joseph . 
Witness examined on the side of the Management. 

M.W.1 K. Raghavan . 
Exhibits marked on the side of the Union . 
Ext.P1 Letter dated 11-11-1970 to the Estate Manager . 

P2 Postal receipt dated 2-11-1970 . 
P3 Printed notice dated 27-11-1970 . 
P4 Letter dated 11-11-1970 from Manager K. Raghavan . 
P5 Certificate of posting dated 14-11-1970. 
P6 Letter dated 17-11-1970 from K. Raghavan. 
P6 (a ) Registered cover . 
P7 Certificate of posting dated 21-11-1970 . 
P8 Letter dated 17-11-1970 from K. Raghavan . 
P8 (a ) Registered cover. 
P9 Complaint under Section 31 of the I. D.Act of 1947 . 
P10 True extract of Admission Register relating 

K. Jaganathan . 
P11 Memorandum of demands dated 20-9-1970 . 
P12 

Postal receipt. 
P13 Memorandum of demands dated 25-11-1970 . 
P14 

Postal receipt. 
P15 

Printed notice dated 26-12-1970 . 
P16 

Copy of 33 (a ) petition dated 30-11-1970 . 
Certificate of posting dated 7-12-1971 , 


to 


PIZ 
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Ext . P18 Conference notice of Deputy Labour 

Officer, 
Pathanamthitta, dated 2-1-1970. 
P19 Conference notice of Deputy 

Labour 

Officer, 
Pathanamthitta , dated 7-11-1970 . 
P20 Conference notice from Deputy Labour Commissioner, 

Trivandrum . 
P21 Copy of wage Board recommendation by the Central Wage 

Board for Rubber Plantation Industry as modified by 

Government. 
P22 Memorandum of settlement dated 10-5-1969. 
P23 Minimum Wages Notification dated 25-3-1970 for Tea & 

Rubber Plantation . 
P24 Copy of Memorandum of Settlement dated 30-8-1967. 
P25 

Do. 

dated 8-12-1969 . 
P26 

Do. 

dated 8-1-1971. 
Exhibits marked on the side of the Management, 
Ext.Di Copy of letter dated 11-11-1970 from K. Raghavan to 

Sri K. Jaganathan . 
D2 Copy of letter dated 14-11-1970 from K. Bhanu to the 

Manager , Muraleevanam Estate, 
D3 Copy of letter dated 11-11-1970 from K. Raghavan to 

Sri K. Jaganathan . 
D4 Copy of letter dated 14-11-1970 from K. Jaganathan to the 

Manager, Muraleevanam Estate. 
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PART 1 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour & Housing (A ), Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G. O. (Rt.) No. 1467|78|L & H . Dated , Trivandrum , 19th September 1978 . 

The award of the Labour Court, Quilon in respect of the dispute between 
the General Manager, Toshiba Anand Lamps Limited, Chengamanad , P. O., 
Athani (via . ) Angamali and his workmen represented by the General Secretary, 
Toshiba Anand Lamps Employees Union , Chengamanad P. O., Athani ( via ), 
Angamali received by Government on 8-9-1978 is hereby published under 
section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947). 


By order of the Governor, 


P. M. SREEVASUDAVAN , 

Deputy Secretary . 


IN THE LABOUR COURT, QUILON 
(Dated this the 3rd day of August, 1978) 

Present: 
SHRI ALFRED DANIEL, B. A., B. L., 

Presiding Officer 


In 


INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 3275 

Between 
The General Manager, Toshiba Anand Lamps Ltd., Chengamanad P. O., 
Athani (via ), Angamali. 

And 
The workmen of the above concern represented by the General Secretary, 
Toshiba Anand Lamps Employees Union , Chengamanad P. O., Athani (via ), 
Angamali. 
Representations: 
Sri B. S. Krishnan 

For the Management 
Advocate , Ernakulam . 
Sri M. Ramachandran , 

For the Union 
Advocate, Ernakulam . 
Sri M. Ramachandran, 
GA/92 /MC. 


2 


AWARD 


The above Industrial Dispute between the General Manager, Toshiba Anand 
Lamps Ltd., Chengamanad P. O., Athani (via ) Angamali and the workmen of 
the above concern represented by the Secretary, Toshiba 

Anand Lamps 
Employees Union, Chengamanad P. O., Athani ( via ) Angamali was referred to 
this Court for adjudication unser Section 10 ( 1 ) ( c ) of the Industrial Disputes 
Act of 1947 as per.Order in G.O. (RL ) No. 733|75| LBR dated 11-7-1975 . 


The issue referred for adjudication is " dismissal of Shri Rafique Ahammed 
and T. C. Varghese " . 


The case of the workmen as disclosed by their claim statement in brief is 
this : The employees were working in Glass Factory Section and they have been 
dismissed from service from 15-7.1974 purely by way of victimisation and 
unfair labour practice. Disciplinary actions were initiated against them in the 
following circumstances : There was a long term settlement between the 
management and the workmen on 2-1-1973, revising wages, D. A. and other 
service conditions. The settlement was to remain in force till 31-7-1975 . 
Clause 51 of the Agreement provided that festival advances equal to one month s 
salary would be paid to the workmen once in a year, except during the month 
in which bonus is disbursed. There was another provision in the agreement 
for payment of advance during emergencies. During the months of June- July 
in 1973, there was scarcity of food stuffs and rise in the price of rice and other 
food stuffs. The ration was reduced to 3 oz., and so the workmen had to meet 
their requirements mainly from the black market. Onam fell on 9th September, 
1977. Under the above circumstances, the workmen raised two demands in 
July , 1973. They were : 

( 1 ) Bonus for the year 1972-73 ; and 

( 2 ) Interim Relief at Rs. 100 per worker . 

In reply to the above demands, the management on 24-7-1973 wrote to say 
that the request for interim relief could not be granted, and that minimum 
bonus alone could be paid " as per the Bonus Act" . The workers were not pre . 
pared to seitle the bonus claim at the statutory minimum . Therefore, by 
letter dated 26-7-1973, the management was informed that minimum bonus was 
not acceptable , and that a final decision may be given by 30th July , 1973 as the 
workmen were anxious to get payment at least by the 15th of August. There 
after, negotiations were started regarding bonus payable, The management 
appointed a negotiating committee for the purpose, and there were talks on 
13th , 17th and 20th of August, 1973. But no settlement could be arrived at 
and the workers were getting restive. Since an immediate agreement on the 
bonus question was found impracticable, by letter dated 21-8-1973 the union 
requested the management to pay festival advance for Onam before 25-8.1973. 
In order to protest against the attitude of the management in protracting the 
questions relating to bonus and interim relief and in order to bring home the 
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urgency of the situation, the workmen as a body reported for work half an 
hour late on 21-8-1973. But the management immediately put up a netice 
dated 22.8-1973 , falsely alleging that the workers had resorted to " Go slow " 
and " work -to-rule " , and threatening that they " will not be in a position to 
tclerate the state of affairs" . So the unions issued a notice on 23-8-1973 to 
the management that the workers would go on strike any day after the 30th 
of that month to press the claims of the workmen. On 23.8-1973 itself , the 
unions received a notice dated 22-8-1973 from the District Labour Officer 
inviting for conciliation conference on 25.8-1973. On 24-8-1973, the management 
wrote to the unions stating that the festival advance and interim relief could 
not be granted and that the workmen should be prepared to accept the minimum 
bonus offered . At the conciliation conference held on 25-8.1973 also , the manage 
ment ademantly took the very same stand. The District Labour Officer adjourned 
the conference for further discussions to 29-8-1973. But, from the next day 
onwards , the management started telling the workmen that no festival advance 
could be expected from them . So to bring home to the management the dire 
necessity of the workmen, and for effecting a change in the management s 
attitude, the workers held a "Dharna" on 29-8-1973, by squatting in front of 
the Administrative Block after working hours. Thereafter a reign of terror 
started in the Company; Workmen were suspended and charge sheeted without 
reason . The management was in the grip of a grave financial crisis and they 
very badly needed a reason to close down the factory by imposing a convenient 
lock out. At about 10 p.m. on 30-8-1973, some police were brought inside the 
factory and in their presence , the Engineers drained out the glass furnace . 
When once the furnace is drained out, it would take a long time before normal 
work in the factory could be started again . So the draining out of the glass 
furnace was an unmistakable hint that the management had decided to lock 
out the factory for a long period. By 10 a.m. on 31-8-1973, the factory was 
full of policemen , not only petrolling the entire factory, but even standing behind 
the workers. At about 9.30 p . m . that day, the police and the Management 
compelled the 30 and odd workmen who were inside the factory to stop work, 
and they were physically turned out, and the lock out notice was issued, though 
the shift was due to end only , at 11 p.m. The charge sheet was given after 
the lock out, though the workmen were innocent. Ignoring the explanation 
given by the workmen an enquiry was held in which the workmen were not 
proved guilty . But still, the enquiry officer who behaved in a partisan manner 
entered a finding of guilty against the workmen. Some workmen were charge 
sheeted after the lock out, apparently to create evidence that the lock cut was 
justified . The situation was created and the lock out was imposed by the deli. 
berate act of the management to tide over grave financial difficulties facing 
them . They were not possessed of sufficient funds to pay wages for August 
and the minimum bonus which they had offered. They were not in a position 
even to honour the terms of the settlement dated 2-11-1973. Messrs. Crompton 
und Company Ltd., were the sole selling agents for the management s products. 
The agreement with them had expired on 31-3-1973 and no fresh agreement was 
entered into with them , with the result that the stocks accumulated and cash 
balance became scarce. There was no sale of the products between April and 
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August, 1973. There was over-due loans payable to the K. S. I. D. C. and other 
financial institutions. Even sundry debts, arising from day-to- day needs, had 
become alarming. Under these circumstances, the management decided that 
the best course open to them would be to declare a lock out and continue it for 
a long period . There was no bonafides for the management in initiating disci 
plinary proceedings against the workmen. Hence an award has to be passed 
directing the management to reinstate the workmen with continuity of service 
and full back wages . 


To the above claim statement the management has filed a written state 
ment contending : The reference is bad. The two workers concerned in this 
reference namely Shri Rafique Ahamed and Shri T. V. Varghese were dismissed 
from service with effect from 1.8-1974 and not 15-7-1974. Shri Rafique Ahammed , 
while he was not on duty, on 31-8-1973 entered the factory premises and then 
the Caps Section and manhandled the Engineers of the 

Company 
Mr. P. G. K Namboodiri and Mr. Paul Valson and used all sorts of abusive 
and filthy languages and also broke the glass pannels of the window of the 
factory. Shri T. C. Varghese entered the Caps Section during working hours 
and manhandled some of the officers of the Company and broke company s pro 
perty, along with some other workers. The workers concerned were charge 
sheeted for such grave misconducts . They did not submit any explanation : still 
a domestic enquiry was conducted against these workers and some others. The 
workers were given full and fair opportunity to participate in the enquiry and 
they availed the opportunities. The workers were represented by Mr. Thampan 
Thomas, Advocate, who happened to be the President of the Union. He cross. 
examined the management s witnesses at length and also adduced evidence on 
behalf of the workers. On the materials available at the enquiry, the enquiry 
officer came to the bonafide conclusion that the workers were gutlty of the 
charges. The management after considering the evidence and records and the 
report and findings of the enquiry officer decided to dismiss the two workers 
concerned in this reference and suspended 5 other workers for 15 days, who 
were also proceeded against along with these 2 workers. At the time of dis 
missal of these 2 workers, the management had obtained the approval of the 
Industrial Tribunal, Calicut in C. M. P. No. 47 of 1974 , since an Industrial Dis 
pute was pending before that Court as I. D. No. 20 of 1974. The allegation of 
victimisation and unfair labour practice is totally wrong. The allegation that 
charge sheet was given to the workers after the lock out is also not correct. 
The evidence at the enquiry will convincingly prove that the workers were 
guilty of 

misconducts alleged against them . The allegation against the 
enquiry officer is an after-thought. In all about 26 workers were proceeded 
against for various acts of misconduct. In the discussion before the Labour 
Commissioner, on 25-7-1974 it was agreed that the disciplinary proceedings 
against all the workers, except 7, will be dropped. The 2 workers concerned in 
this reference are among the 7 workers against whom the union also agreed to 
proceed. Other matters contained in the claim statement are irrelevant. The 
demand for bonus, interim reliefs, advance salary etc., has absolutely no relation . 
aip with the dispute before this Court. The allegation that the management 
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was facing very serious financial crisis has been made with ulterior motive and 
it has no relevancy with the misconducts committed by the workers . Even if 
the management did not possess sufficient funds, that would not justify the 
workers behaving the way they have behaved and acted inside the factory . The 
agreement with Messrs. Crompton & Company Ltd., mentioned in the claim 
statement has not really expired. There was sale of products between April 
and Auiust, 1973. The police registered and charge sheeted a case against 
these 7 workers. The learned Magistrate who tried the case has convicted at 
least one of them . So there is no basis for the allegation that the disciplinary 
proceedings were initiated by the management without any bonafides. Con 
sidering all these, the court may be pleased to uphold the dismissal of the 
workers concerned in this case. 


Before this Court, delinquent Shri T. C. Varghese and the Joint Secretary 
of his union were examined as W.Ws. 1 and 2 and Exts. M1 to M4 were 
marked . 


The propriety of the domestic enquiry held against the two delinquents, 
Varghese and Rafique Ahammed, was not challenged before me. 

That is 
evident from the testimony of W. W.1 and W. W. 2 and the argument note 
submitted on behalf of the Union also . Hence I find that the domestic enquiry 
held against the two delinquents was proper and not defective . 

Now , therefore , the question to be considered is whether the charges 
levelled against Varghese and Rafique Ahammed were proved at the enquiry. 
It is their case that the charges were not proved, that they were innocent of 
the charges and that the management badly wanted to close down their factory 
on account of financial crisis and as a show of reason the workers were charge 
sheeted and dismissed by way of victimisation. This case of the union is 
denied by the management in their written statement. Ext. M2 is the award 
passed by the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut in I. D. 29 74 relating to the claim . 
of the workers for lock out wages . The lock out was held justified and the claim 
of the workers for lock out wages was disallowed by the award , holding that 
the lock out was caused by the tense situation in the factory . The situation 
was created by the workers. Ext. M4 is the award passed by the same Indus 
trial Tribunal in I. D. No. 4274, wherein the claims of the workmen were for 
lay -off compensation , bonus, festival advance etc., but no relief was granted 
by the award . 


Though we are not directly concerned with the tense situation in the factory, 
it would tend to show that the workers were charge sheeted not as a pretext for 
Imposing a lock out in the factory as pleaded by the workers. There is yet 
another circumstance also, in the light of which the evidence in this case has 
to be appreciated. It is admitted by W.W. 2 "" ഈ കേസിലെ moe210mm 
99 dismissed 2 nmole1031 2/006 yos 26 GOJOjos Col2703 show cause 
notice has commojms. 100mcdejo union -000299 settlemnt 
19 cojojos Gunless notice withdraw 60103 "r)3.md.10789 7 GO? 
2 Cuomº dismiss 6010397şud. man700383 5 6260 15 370 Menah) 
suspend ചെയ്തു . 
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Ext. M3 is copy of that settlement dated 25-1.1974 and W.W. 2 is one of the 
signatories to it. Terms 7 and 8 in Ext. M3 pertain to the withdrawal of action, 
except agajnst they workers. If as a matter of fact these 7 workers were absolu 
tely innocent there was no reasonable ground for the union not to protest 
against the action to be pursued against these workers. Further, Rafique 
Ahammed was convicted by Court in the case registered by police against him 
and others. 


Now I shall consider the evidence in the case . Eqt. M1 is the show cause 
notice issued to Varghese and Ext . M5 is the show cause notice issued to 
Rafique Ahammed, both on 31-8-1973. As seen from Ext. Mi the allegation 
against Varghese is that he entered the Cap Section office and manhandled 
some of the officers of the Company during working hours and has also broken 
Company s property. The allegation against Rafique Ahammed in Ext. M5 is 
that while he was not on duty he entered the factory premises and the Cap 
section, manhandled the engineers Mr. P. G. K. Namboothiri and Mr. Paul 
Valson, used abusive and filthy language and broke glass panels of window . 


At the enquiry Mr. P. G. K. Namboothiri has sworn to the incident that 
occurred by 8.20 a.m. on 31-8-1973 in the Cap section office. According to 
him while he was in the room , he saw Varghese kicking on the glass panel of 
the window from outside and breaking it and then coming into the room . Rafique 
Ahammed and others were by then inside the room . Rafique Ahammed slapped 
on the left cheek of this witness and beat on the right chest of Mr. Paul Valson , 
the foreman . The assailants also assaulted other officers who were in the 
room , used obscene and filthy words, threatened and damaged the only door of 
the room . The witness was cross - examined by an advocate and others, but 
they could not shake the ring of truth pervading the evidence of this witness. 
The evidence of this witness is fully supported by the evidence of Mr. Paulson , 
Mr. K. Mani and Mr. A. D. Mehudiratta who were all foremen and who were 
inside the room and also by the evidence of Mr. G. Lahirl and Mr. Peter Kurien , 
who were Assistant Engineers and who were also within the room . I see no 
reason for any of these witnesses to support a false case. No doubt as per 
Ext. M5, glass panel is alleged to have been broken by Rafique Ahammed , 
whereas the witnesses have stated that it was broken by Varghese by stamping 
with his foot. But this by itself is not sufficient to discredit the evidence of 
these witnesses. If as a matter of fact they were supporting a false case they 
could have given evidence as in Exts. M1 and M5. So the entire evidence has 
to be scanned in a broader aspect. 

Mr. Chandran Pillai, who was the furnace operater and Mr. Thahath , the 
then Personal Oficer, have stared at the enquiry that no such incident as 
alleged happened and that the action taken against the workers were hy way 
of victimisation for their union activities. In other words, they support the 
case of the union in the claim statement. But their evidence cannot be relied 
on mainly for the following reasons. Mr. Chandran Pillat was the General 
Secretary of the Toshiba Anand Lamps Employees Union who was clamouring 
for demands and so he was naturally over interested in these workers who 


were also office bearers of the union. Mr. Thahath had resigned from service 
at the time of the enquiry. Moreover as admitted by him he had not gone to 
the factory on the day of the alleged incident. So there is clear proof to hold 
that the misconduct alleged against the delinquents Mr. Varghese and Rafique 
Ahammed is proved to the hilt as found by the enquiry officer. I find accordingly. 


The next question for consideration is whether the punishment of dismissal 
awarded to Mr. Varghese and Rafique Ahammed is harsh or excessive. Consl 
dering the nature and gravity of the misconduct proved against them , I do not 
think that the punishment is either harsh or excessive. No management can 
retain in service workers who have assaulted Company Officers within the 
precincts of their factory and caused intentional damage to company property 
by acts of violence . 


In the result, I pass an award upholding the order of dismissal passed by 
the management both against Shri Rafique Ahammed and Shri T. C. Varghese , 
but parties will bear their respective costs in the circumstances of this case. 

This award will take effect on the expiry of 30 days of its publication in 
the Kerala Goverwent Gazette as enjoined in Section 17A ( 1 ) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act. 


ALFRED DANIEL, 

Presiding Officer . 


Appendix 


Witnesses examined on the side of the Union : 


W.W. 1 T. C. Varghese. 

W. W. 2 P. K Balakrishnan . 
Witnesses examined on the side of the Management: 

Nil. 
E chibits marked on the side of the Union : 

Nil. 
Exhibits marked on the side of the Management : 
Ext. M1 Copy of Charge Sheet dated 31-8-1973 to Mr. T. C. Varghese. 
M2 Award dated 31-12-1976 in I. D. No. 2974 of the Industrial 

Tribunal, Calicut. 
M3 Copy of Settlement Memorandum dated 25-1-1974 . 
M4 Award dated 30-3-1977 in I. D. No. 4274 of the Industrial 

Tribunal, Calicut. 
M5 Show Cause Nošice dated 31-8- 1973 to Mr. Ratique Ahammed . 
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PART I 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Labour & Housing (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G. O. (Rt.) No. 1468 |78 |L & H Dated , Trivandrum , 19th September 1978 . 

The award of the Labour Court Quilon in respect of the dispute between 
the Manager, St. John s Rice Mills, Market Landing, Kottayam and his workmen 
represented by the Kottayam District Head Load Workers Association (CITU ), 
Kottayam received by Government on 7-9.1978 is hereby published under 
section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947 ) . 


By order of the Governor, 


P. M. SREEVASUDEVAN , 

Deputy Secretary. 


In the Labour Court, Quilon 
Dated this the 9th day of August, 1978 


Present 


SHRI. ALFRED DANIEL B. A., B. L., 


Presiding Officer 


In 


INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 142 77. 


Between 


The Manager, St. John s Rice Mills, Market Landing, Kottayam 

And 
The workmen of the above establishment represented by the Kottayan 
District Head Load Workers Association (CITU ) , Kottayam . 
Representation : 

Sri Zachariah Koshy, 
Advocate, Kottayam . 

For the Management. 
Sri Lazar Vadakan , 

For the l nion . 
Advocate, Kottayam . 
GA - 193/MC. 


? 


AWARD 


The above Industrial Dispute between the Manager , St. John s Rice 
Mills, Market Landing, Kottayam and the workmen of the above establish 
ment represented by the Kottayam District Head Load Workers Association 
( CITU ) , Kottayam was referred to this Court for adjudication under Section 
10 ( 1 ) ( c ) of the Industrial Disputes Act of 1947 as per Order in 
G. O (Rt. ) No. 1585 77 LBR dated 14-12-1977. 

The issue referred for adjudication is " Denial of employment to 
Sri M. M. Baby" . 


The case stood posted to 30-3-1978 for filing claim statement. On that 
day the union was absent. Hence registered notice was issued to the union 
and the case was adjourned to 5-5-1978. On 5-5-1978, the Secretary of the 
union appeared and requested for time to file claim statement. Accordingly 
the case was adjourned to 7-6-1978. On that day also the union was absent. 
Again registered notice of disposal was issued to the union and the case was 
adjourned for disposal to 7-7-1978. That day the union Secretary filed an 
application to set aside the disposal order , which application was allowed 
by me and the case was adjourned for filing claim statement to 4-8-1978. 
Again the union was absent on that day. There is no meaning in issuing 
registered notices to the union on every adjournment date. I sce no reason 
to issue registered notice to the union again . If as a matter of fact the 
union had real case against the opposite party they would have promptly 
appeared before Court or atleast seen that their claim statenient is filed 
by this time. Since the union has not cared to file their claim statement 
so far, I am constrained to hold that the claim put forward by the union 
is without basis and I pass an award accordingly . Parties to bear costs. 

This award will take effect on the expiry of 30 days of its publication 
in the Kerala Government Gazette as enjoined in Section 17 A (1) of the Indus 
trial Disputes Act. 


ALFRED DANIEL, 

Presiding Officer. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Labour & Housing ( A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


( 1. 0. (RI ) No. 1466 /78/L & H Dated , Trivandrum , 19th September , 1978. 

The award of the Labour Court , Quilon in respect of the dispute between 
Sri Abdul Salam , Vattakandathil House, Thalayolaparambu , Vaikom and 
his workman represented by the Secretary, Shop and Establishment Workers 
Union , (INTUC ) , Vaikom received by Government on 8-9-1978 is hereby 
published under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 19:47 (Central Act 
XIV of 1947 ) . 


By order of the Governor , 
P. M. SREEVASUDEVAN , 

Deputy Secretary. 


In the Labour Court, Quilon 
(Dated this the 9th day of August, 1978) 

Present : 
SHRI ALFRED DANIEL , B. A., B.L., 


Presiding Officer 


In 


INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 41/78 . 

Between 


Sri Abdulsalam , Vattakandathil House, Thalayolaparambu , Vaikom . 


And 


The workman of the above establishment represented by the Secretary, Shop 
and Establishment Workers Union ( INTUC), Vaikom . 
Sepresentation : 

Sri K. Divakaran, 
Advocate, Koltayanı 2 . 

For the Management . 
GA- 191/MC. 
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AWARD 


This Industrial Dispute between the above parties was referred to this 
Court py Government for adjudication under Section 10 ( 1 ) ( C ) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act of 1917 as per Order G. O. (Rt.) No. 660/78/L & H dated 21-4-1978. 

The issue referred " for adjudication is " Termination of employment of 
Sri Ouseph Philipose" . 


The worker has filed a claim statement, which was countersigned by the 
Secretary of the Shops and Establishment Workers Union ( INTUC ), Vaikom . 
In the statement it is stated that the opposite party s family members were 
conducting a shop from 1958 in Chembu Market, Chembu Panchayat in 
Vaikom Taluk , that the worker was a Salesman in the shop from 1958 to 
3-1-1977 on which date the business in the shop was closed down without 
giving previous notice to him , that the business was so closed down only 
because this worker claimed for minimum wages before the Workmen s Com 

ensation Commissioner, Ernakulam , that the last drawn salary of 
Ouseph Philipose was Rs. 172-05 P. M. and that he was doing work on 
Sundays also and so he was entitled to Rs. 23 in addition every month and 
accordingly Rs. 1661.75 p . for 17 years and also retrenchment compensation , 
graluity and notice pay from the opposite party and also from the members 
of his family who were conducting business in the shop. 


The case stood posted to 5-8-1978 for filing written statement by the 
opposite party . But on that day the worker Ouseph Philipose filed a peti 
tion before me stating that he is not pressing his claims as he has received 
all benefits due to him from the opposite party. 


Since the matter has been settled out of court by the parties as disclosed 
by the petition above referred, I hold that there is now no dispute between 
the parties for adjudication by this Court and pass an award accordingly . 
Parties to bear costs. 


This award will take effect on the expiry of 30 days of its publication 
in the Kerala Government Gazette as enjoined in Section 17 A ( 1 ) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 

(Sd.) 
ALFRED DANIEL , 
Presiding officer. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour & Housing (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Rt.) No. 1595 /78 /L & H . Dated , Trivandrum , 13th October 1978 . 

The award of the Industrial Tribunal Alleppey in respect of the dispite 
between (1) Sri Itty Cheria Perumal, Elanjikkal, Manapurathu Vecdu , 
Owner of Bus No. KLA 1132, Elanjkkal Transport, Veeyapuram ; (2 ) Shri 
Itty Cheria Abraham , Elanjikal Manappurathu Veedu, Owner of Bus No. 
KLA 5215, Elanjikkal Motor Service, Veeyapuram and (3) Shri 
Itty Cheria Philip , Elanjikkal, Manappurathu Veedu , Owner of Bus No. 
KLA 2878 , Elanjikkal Travels, Veeyapuram and their workmen repre-ented 
by the General Secretasy, Alleppey District Motor Workers Union (CITU ), 
Haripad received by Government on 7-10-1978 is hereby published under 
section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act, XIV of 1947). 


By order of the Governor, 
P. M. SREEVASUDEVAN , 

Deputy Secretary . 


In the Court of the Industrial Tribunal, Alleppey 
Dated this the 29th day of September, Nineteen hundred 

and seventy -eight 

Present: 
SHRI K. P. M. SHERIFF , B.Sc., B. L., 

Industrial Tribunal, 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 8 of 1977 

Between 
(1 ) Shri Itty Cheria Perumal, Elanjikkal, Manapurathu Vcodu, Owner 
of Bus No. KLA - 1132 , Elanjikkal. Transport, Vecya puram ; (2 ) Shri It: y 
Cheria Abraham ; Elanjikal, Manapurathu Veedu, Owner of Bus No. KLA 
5215, Elanjikkal, Motor Service, Veeyapuram and ( 3) Shri It y Cheria 
Philip, Elanjikkal Manapurathu Veedu,, Owner of Bus No.KLA 2878 , 
Elanjikkal Travels , Vecyapuram .. 

And 
The workmen of the above establishment represented by the General 
Secretary , Alleppey , District Motor Workors Union CITU ), 

Haripad 
GA. 29615 


2 


For Managersuats. 


Representation : 

Shri P. Narayanan Nair, 

Advocate, Alleppey . 
M /s. K.P. Chellappan Nair , 

and V.K. Ram Mohan Das , 
Advocates, Aller pey. 


Far Union 


AWARD 


This industrial dispute between the above parties was referred to this 
Tribunal for adjudication by Government as per G.O (Rt.). No. 
637177 /LBR . dated 26-5-1977. The only issue referred for adjudication is 
“ Sto: page of the bus services and consequent denial of employment to the 
wurkmen . " 

2. Pursuant to summons the parties appeared and the Union submitted 
the claim statement in which they have contended as follows : 

“ The employers who are conducting transport service in various routes 
stopped service of the bus KLA 1132 on 17-9-1975 and KLA 5215 by 

1-9-1975 . The stoppage of service was intimated to the workmen 
Ly notice dated 17-5-1975 and 29-9-1975 . Thereafter the service was 
commenced from 15-11-1976 and yet the Management did not care to employ 
the workmen . The services of the workmen were not legally terminated by the 
Alanagament. Therefore they are legally entitled to re- instatement with 
backages. The closure of the service is illegal, urjust and against all 
principles of natural justice. The workoren are therefore entitled to non 
employment benefits during the period of closure . The action of the 
Management is unjust, illeg.I and unjustifiable... It is an unfair labour 
practice and therefore the workmen arc entitled to be re -instated in service 
forthwith .” 

3. The three employers submitted separate counter statements. But the 
contentions therein are sameand similar, which are as fo Hows : 

“ The averncnts contained in the claim statement of the Union are 
deni d except those that are specifically admitred . It is true that the 
Managemert after due notice on 17-9-1975 and 29-9-1975 stopped the bus 
service . All the workmen were paid all their benefits as per a settlement 
roached between the Management and the General Secretary of All 
Travancore Private Motor and Mechancial Employees- Union . The woik . 
men have ríceived these benefits and have passed stamped . receipts for 
payment, attested by the General Secretary of the Union on 12-9-1976 . 
Under these circunstances it is not understood how the Alleppey District 
Motor Workers Union could step in and claim employment and compensa. 
tion . This Union has no locus stand before the Tribunal. Since the 
workmen have accepted closure and received benefits in full and final settle 
ment, there is no further claim for re-employment. There is no dispute 
subsisting between the parties and the claim put forward now has only to be 
rejected . 


at 


4. The Union submitted a replication after a good num er of adjoum 
ments in which they have contended as follows : 

" The contention of theManagement that this Union has 10 locus standi 
before th : Tribunal is untenable and hence denird . Majority of the 
workers who are denied employment are members in this union and arebeing 
represented by the Union . It is not correct that all the workers joined the 
Al Travancore Private Motor and Mechanical Workers Union and that a 
settlement has been reached with them . Any settlement if 
all arrived at with the above said Union will not bind this Union and the 
workers represented by this Union . The demand placed by the workers with 
the Managements is not settled so far and the dispute still exists. The 
contention that the benefits due to the workers are paid is also false and 
hence denied . To the knowledge of this Union no such settlement is 
reported to the Government where the failure report was pending consider 
ation for reference . The following workers who are even now denied 
employment have not been paid or received any benefits from the Manage 
ment and they are Messrs Govindan , Velu and Gopinatha Pillai. These 
workmen are entitled to be reinstated in service with back wages." 

5. When the case came up for evidence the Union applied for time 
continuously and on 6-3-1978 it was submitted that a talk of compromise 
was progressing. Thereafter three more adjournments were given for filing 
the compromise as per the request of the counsels. On 2-5-1978 although the 
Advocates were present the parties were absent and so registered notice was 
issued to the parties, posting the case to 25-5-1978 . On 25-5-1978 the 
parties were not present and so the case was posted for disposal to 19-6-1978 . 
On 19-6-1978 it was represented again that the matter is being settled and 
so the case was adjourned for compromisc to 10-7-1978 . On 10-7-1978 the 
cage was again adjo irned to 1.8 1978 as per the request. On 1-8-1978 no 
compromise was filed and so the case was posted for disposal, issuing regis 
tered notice to the Union , posting the case to 29-8-1978 . On 29-8-1978 the 
Union was absent despite accepting the registered notice and so the Union 
was declared exparte. The Management declared that they are filing 
affidavit. So the matter was taken up forward . Bit tho Management did 
not file the affidavit as submitted and on 29-9-1978 the Advocate for the 
Management and the Advocate for the Union submitted a memo in which 
they have stated thit the case is settled out of court between the parties and 
so the dispute may be struck off from the files and an award passed 
accordingly . 

6. Since admittedly the matter is settled out of court, I pass this award 
declaring that there is no subsisting dispute between the parties at present. 
This award shall come into force on the expiry of thirty days from the date 
of its publication in the Government Gazette . 


Alleppey, 
29-9-1978 


K.P.M.Sheriff, 
Industrial Tribunal 


Kerala Gazette No. 2 dated 9th January 1979 
PART I 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Llocs & Housing (A ) Departman 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. ( K .; No. 1567/78/L & H . Datad , Trvandrun , 7th October 1978 

The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Alleppey_in react of the dispute 
between the Secretary , Quilon District Hotel and Tea Shops Owners Associ 
ation ,Quilon and their workmen represented by (1 ) the Secretary, Quilon 
District Hovel ard Tra Shop Workers Congress " INTUC , Quilon , (2) the 
Secretary, Quilo. District Hotel and Tea Shop Workers Union , ALTUC, 
Quilon , (3) The Secretary , Quilon Hotel and Tea Shop Workers Union , 
UTUC, Cantonment Quilon and (4 ) The Secretary Kollam Jilla Hotel 
and Ship Workers Union , CITU , High School Junction , Quilon received by 
Government on 4-10-1978 is hereby published under section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 1 entral Act XIV of 1947) . 

odor of the Governor, 
P. M. SREEVASUDEVAN , 

Deputy Secretary 
In the Court of the Industrial Tribunal, Alleppey 
Dated this the 29th day of September, Nineteen hundred and seventy- eight 

Present 
SHRI K. P. M.SHERIFF , B. 8C., B L., 

Industrial Tribunal 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 10 of 1977 

Between 
The Management represented by the Secretary , Quilon District 
Hotel and Tea Shops Owners Association , Quilon 

And 
The Workmen of the above establishments represented by ( 1) The 
Secretary, Quilon District Hotel and Tea Shop Workers Congress , INTUC , 
Quilon ; (2 ) The Secretary , Quilon District Hotel and Tea Shop Workers 
Union AITUC , Quilon ; (31 Th : Secretary , Quilon Hotel and Tra Shop 
Workers Union , UTUC , Cantonment, Quilon and (4 ) The Secretary, 
Kollam Jilla Hotel & Shup Workers Union , CITU , High School Junctio 
Quilon . 
Representations : 
Shri K. Velappan Pillai, 

For Management. 
Advocata , Quilon . 
Shri E. Shanavaskban , 

For Union No. 4 ... 
Advocate, Quilon . 
G.A. 2121J 


) 


AWARD 


This industrial dispute between the above parties was referred to this 
Tribunal for adjudication by Government as per G.O. (Rt.) No. 577 /77 / 
LBR dated 12-5-1977 . The only issue referred for adjudication is " Enhance 
ment in wagt8." 

2. Pursuant to summins the Management as well as the AITUC Union 
were absent and they were declared ex parte . Representatives of the 
UTUC, CITU and INTUC were present. The case was adjourned for the 
clain statement of the Unions, issuing registered notices to the parties who 
were absent and on the next adjournment the CITU Union filed their 
Vakalath and applied for time. All the other Unions were absent and so 
disposal notices were issued . The Management was also absent. On the 
third adjournment since the Management was again absent the ex parte 
order against theManagement was made absolute . All the Unions except 
CITU Union were also absent. The CITU Union applied for time again 
for filing 

laim statement. The case was posted to 12-10-1977 . On 
12-10-1977 the CITU Union alone was present, but they did not file their 
claim statement. But on the next adjournment the CITU Union submitted 
their claim statement. 

3. In the claim statement of Union No. 4 , viz ., the CITU Union 
they have contended as follows: 

" The wages that the hotel employees are getting now are quite insuffi 
cient for them to make both ends mcet. The rate of minimum wages fixed 
ten years back is not revised and enhanced so far. The cost of living index 
after 1967 has considerably increased and the Government has already 
revised and enhanced the rate of minimum wages in almost all the other 
concerns. In these circumstances all the four Unions have submitted sepa 
rate memoranda for an interim enhancement of wages for the employees, 
to the Hotel and Tea Shop Owners Association , Quilon and to the indivi. 
dual member hotels . 


The Union has shown 30 separate individual hotel Managements in a 


list . ” 


The Union concluded with a prayer that the court may , pleased to 
pass an order for an interim enhancement of wages (Rs. 45 per month ) 
from the 1st day of August 1966 as demanded in the memorandum of 
Union No. 4 . 


4. The Management thereafter appeared and submitted their Vakalath , 
praying for time for filing the reply statement. On 20-12-1977 the reply 
statement was filed and the case was adjourned for replication or for 
settlemert. On 8-2-1978 a replication was filed by the Union and the care 
came up for evidence or settlement 
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the 


5. In the reply statement of the Management it is catended as 
follows: 

“ The members of the Opposite Party have given to their cinployees the 
notified fixed minimum wages and D. A. from the very beginning itself and 
so the Opposite Party is not bound to give anything more as demanded in 

claim statement. Now the Kerala Government has already 
revised and 

enhanced the minimum wages of hotel employees 
and enforced the same with effect from 15th November 1977 inwards. All 
members of the Hotel Owners Association have implemented the minimum 
wages as revised by the Government with effect from 15-11-1977 itself and 
all the employees of the said Hctels are getting the revised minimum wages 
and the V. D. A. as prescribed . The Opposite Party is bound to pay only 
the notified minimum wages and nothing more. In the above mention - d 
circumstances the dispute is infructuous and liable to be dismissed . The 
prayer for an interim enhancement of wages (Rs. 45 per month ) from the 
Ist day of August 1966 is baseless and also barred by limitation . The 
Opposite Party is not bound to pay the whole or part of the amount claimed 
in the claim st itement ani the Unions are not entitled to get any direction 
under the Payment of Wages Act or to any relief." 

6. In the replication submitted by the CITU Union they have conte 
nded that the revised minimum wages of 1977 is insufficient and unscientific , 
which is not calculated in proportion to the living index and cven that too 
is not at all implemented so far by the Opposite Party . This court has 
declared in its award in the year 1973 a better scale of pay for the emplo 
yees of the Azad Hotel & Fancy Shop , Main Road, Quilon , which shows 
that the revised minimum wages are inadequate and unscientific . The 
interim wagesmatter was discu sed in the conciliation conference held in 
1976 by the Deputy Labour Officer and there was an understanding that 
the final decision will be taken after Onam of the year. In the above 
circumstances it is only justice that an interim enhancement ofwages (Rs. 45 
permonth ) with retrospective effect is claimed . 

7. When the case came up for evidence the contesting Union absented 
and again the case was adjourned for the evidence of the Union , if any. 
Thereafter the Union prayed for timc on several occasions for adducing 
evidence and on 17-7-1978 the Union was absent without assigning any 
reason whatsoever. The case was posted for disposal to 21-8-1978 on which 
date the Union again absented and so the Union was declared exparte and 
the case was taken up for award . 

8. The only contesting Union is the CITU Union out of the four 
unions. All the other Unions were declared exparte. From the conten 
tions put forward by the CITU Union it can be seen that they are claiming 
for enhancement ofwages because of the insufficient rate of wages given as 
per the minimum wages fixed years back. The Union has been claiming 
for an interim increase of Rs. 45 per month only because of the delay in 
fixing any further min mum wages by the Government. Now it is admtted 
that the Government has revised and enhancod the minimum wages and all 
the members of the HotelOwners Association repreventing the Managements , 
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have implemented the same with effect from 15th November 1977. Of course 
the Union had nothing to say against the same. Therefore, since the revised 
minimum wages have come into force and have been implemented by the 
members of the Hotel Owners Association the claim for interim increase of 
Rs. 45 per month put forward by the only contesting Union can only be 
considered as baseless. Further the Union has been absentirg without 
assigning any reason whatsoever . Therefore the only conclusion to which 
I can arrive at is that just like all the other Unions this Union also has 
thought it fit not to contest th case further. Thus I hold that there is no 
dispute between the parties at present and pass my award accordingly . 

9. This award shall come into force on the expiry of thirty days from 
the date of its publication in the Government Gazette . 


Alleppey , 
29-9-1978 . 


K. P. M. SHERIFF, 
Industrial Tribunal . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Labour & Housing (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O. Rt. No. 1319,78 L & H. 

Daed , Trivandrum , 16th lugast, 1978. 
The award of the Industrial Tribunal Calicut in respect of the dispute 
between the Management of the Calicut Wynad Motor Service (Private ) Limited, 
Kozhikode and their workmen represented by the ( 1) Kozhikode District Motor 
Drivers Association , Kozhikode ; ( 2 ) Automobile Employees Association , 
Kozhikode; ( 3 ) C. W. M. S. Workers Union, Ashokapuram , Kozhikode and 
(4 ) Kozhikode District Motor Transport Workers Union , Pootheri Building, 
Kozhikode ( In I. D. 31172 ) and Kozhikode District Motor Drivers Association 
and Automobile Employees Association , Kalyan Buildings, Calicut 6 (in I. D. 
22| 76 ) received by Government on 11-8-1978 is hereby published under Section 17 
of the Industrial Disputes Act , 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947 ). 


By order of the Governor, 
P. M. SRDEVASUDEVAN , 

Deputy Secretary . 
BEFORE THE COURT OF THE IINDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL , CALICUT. 
(Wednesday, the 19th day of July, Nineteen hundred and seventy eight.) 

Present 


SHRI R. K. VENU NAYAR , B.A., B.L., 

Industrial Tribunal, Calicut. 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 3172 and 22170 

Between 
The Management of the Calicut Wynad Motor Service ( P ) Ltd., Kozhikode. 

and 
( 1 ) Kozhikode District Motor Drivers Association, Kozhikode; ( 2 ) Automobile 

Employees Association , Kozhikode; ( 3 ) C.W.M.S. Workers Union 
Ashokapuram , Kozhikode and ( 4 ) Kozhikode District Motor 
Transport Workers Union , Pootheri Building, 
Kozhikode (In I. D. 31/72 ) 

and 
Kozhikode District Motor Drivers Association and Automobile Employees 

Association, Kalyan Buildings, Calicut-6 ( in 1. D. 2276 ) 
GA : 183|MC. 
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AWARD 


These are two industrial disputes referred to this Tribunal for adjudication 
by Government of Kerala as per order No. G. O. Rt. 101372 LBR dated 19-9-1972 
and G. O. Rt. No. 316 76 LBR dated 3-3-1976 . This issues referred in each are 
the following : 
I. D. 172 ( 1 ) Retrenchiment of 36 workers (2 ) Confirmation of Temporary 

workers (3 ) The discharge of Messrs. T. K. Hassan , Imbichikuttan , 
P. Kumaran , K. Moothoren , K. Gopalan , K. Damodaran , and 
T. Saidali (4 ) Dismissal of Shri T. K. Rajan ( 5 ) Suspension of 
Messrs. C. Sreenivasan , U. K. Gopi Nair , M. Ratnakaran , K. P. Moosa , 

M. Balan, M. Appu , K. N. Kumaran (6 ) Recovery of amounts from 
Shri P. K. Kunhali, K. Perachan, P.Narayanan Nair, C. P.Madhavan, 
T. Govindankutty Nair, P. Sanadanan towards charges incurred in 
accident cases and damages to company s property ( 7 ) Halting 

Batta to Checking Inspectors (8 ) Medicalbenefits to Sri K. P. Moosa, 
driver ( 9 ) Daily Batta to Shri Velayudhan ; and ( 10 ) Denial of 

employment of Shri P. Raghavan Menon . 
I. D. 22116 Is the management of Ms. C.W.M.S. ( P ) Ltd., Calicut justified 

in retrenching 25 workmen with effect from 25-7-1975. 
2. The parties in both the disputes are almost the same and the issues re 
ferred in I. D. No. 2276 are almost the same as Issue No. 1 in I. D. No. 3172 . 
For these reasons these disputes are tried together and a common award is 
passed . 

3. In the earlier dispute unions 1 and 2 alone prosecuted the case, the others 
remained exparte. In the later dispute only 2 unions are parties and they 
have prosecuted the case. A common statement is filed by these two unions. 
The unions say that this management is an old established motor transport 
company doing very good business in Calicut. They have been making huge 
profits also . Somehow since 1966 they have been taking a hostile attitude to 
wards the workers and the workers had to resort to strike which finally ended 
with a reference and an award. They have not implemented the terms of the 
award so far. There after also they used to raise the demands but they were 
protracting all the proceedings. They have not even implemented the provi 
sions of Kerala Motor Transport Workers Payment of Wages Ordinance 1971. 
In order to harass the workers and put an end to these demands they trans 
ferred certain buses to the shareholders and directors of the company. They 
even tried to dissolve the company but this was prevented when the matter was 
brought to the notice of the District Labour Offifficer . They sought permission 
of the Regional Transport authority and the unions resisted this. Some how 
they succeeded in transferring those buses for a very low price. These transac 
tions are vexatious, binami and colourable exerrises just to victimise the workers 
In all they discharged 40 workers. They have not cared to adhere to the princi 
ples of last come first go in retrenching these workers. They have not paid 
all the benefits to these workers. The purchasers got very high price. So they say 
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that this retrenchment is illegal and malafide. There were 40 temporary workers 
at the time of this reference and 20 of them have been contrmed since then . 
The persons who have put in continuous service for the required number of days 
should be confirmed . The confirmed workers have not been given all the benefits. 
This they say under Issue No. 2 . 


4. Seven workers interested in Issue No. 7 were superannuated because of 
their trade union activities. One of them has not been paid one month s notice 
and he is entitled to wages for this period. They have not been given the full 
compensation. Shri T. K. Rajan s name was struck off the rolls by order 
dated 2-1-1971. He had sent leave applications since he suddenly fell ill; but 
they were returned saying that they are not in the form stipulated by the 
company. A medical certificate was given followed by a fitness certificate. 

The management ignored this and denied employment which is unjust and he 
j is entitled to be reinstated with back wages. 


5. Under Issue No. 5 they have raised the case of suspension of 7 workers. 
All the details are given and it is stated that this is illegal and unjust . 


6. Under Issue No. 6 they refer to recovery of various amounts from different 
employees. Individual cases are narrated and according to the union this is 
also unjust and the amount recovered should be paid back to the workers. 
There are agreements from 20-12-1958 in regard to halting batta to checking 
inspectors. Last of these agreements was on 21-10-1969. The management 
has not paid night halt batta of 50 p . to Checking Inspectors . This is Issue 
No. 7 . Under Issue No. 8 they raise the case of Shri K P. Moosa for medical 
benefits. He was occupying a room provided by the management as an em 
ployee and while lighting a stove by somebody else he sustained severe burns. 
Since it happened from the room provided by the management it is an employ 
ment injury. He had been on leave from 13-1-1969 to 29-8-1969 and again in 
1970 also he had to be on leave. He was not able to work and earn his wages 
during this period. He only got Rs. 150. The union says that he is entitled to 
wages and cther emoluments. Shri Velayudhan was the Checking Inspector 
getting a daily bat a of Rs. 3. They stopped this payment when he was appoint 
ed as Checking Inspector at the Corporation Bus stand. This is incorrect. He 
is entitled to the full Batta . They raised this under Issue No. 9. 


6. Issue No. 10 is regarding Shri P. Raghava Menon who according to the 
union was deputed when they sold Bus No. KLD 253. The transferee also scld 
this and then this worker was sent back to this management; but the manage 
ment did not employ him and he is without a job . So they say that he is 
entitled to be reinstated with back wages . 


7. For the sake of appreciation of the pleadings in two cases together the 
contentions raised in the later dispute are also given here. They trace the 
antecedents of the company and roncludes that the management has been taking 


a very unsympathetic attitude towards the workers. In order to deny employ 
ment to workers they sold away buses to shareholders and directors. The re 
trenchment of these 25 workers with effect from 25-7-1975 is also without bona 
fides . They have not adhered to the principles of last come first go in retrench 
ing these persons. This retrenchment is on the ground that the directors have 
decided to surrender the permits of 4 routes which according to them were un 
remunerative. The reasons said for the retrenchment in the retrenchment order 
are not correct. The workers are entitled to be reinstated. 


8. In the reply statement the management says that they are keeping a true 
and correct balance sheet and profit and loss accounts ; scrutinised and accepted 
by various tax authorities and the working shows that they have been incurring 
loss from 1967-68 onwards. The management has always implemented the 
terms of settlement governing the service conditions of workers. Since the loss 
sustained from 1967-68 was very heavy the Board of directors after taking 
stock of the entire situation decided to sell buses plying in 10 routes with their 
permits . They effected this transfer with the permission of the regional trans 
port authority, Kozhikode. When they sold the buses naturally they had to 
reduce the number of staff, i. e. the running staff, checking staff, office staff, etc. 
Accordingly they retrenched 36 workmen . After issue of this notice they in 
formed three drivers and one fitter out of these 36 that the notice is withdrawn 
and they are retained in service. They could do this since 4 workers in the cate 
gories left service after the retrenchment notice. The management would say 
that this alone would show that this is not a malafide or colourable exercise 
of power . The retrenchment of 32 workmen is in confirmity with the proviso 
of the Industrial Disputes Act and it cannot be interfered with . They have 
not tampered with the designation of any of these workmen for this purpose. 
They have paid compensation in full . Regarding the second issue they say that the 
retrenchment of 32 workers was categorywise and they had at the time of re . 
trenchment 21 temporary and casual workers. Of these 12 were made perma 
nent. But these 12 did not belong to any of these categories in which there 
was retrenchment. The union is not entitled to any other relief. 


9. Regarding Issue No. 3 it is stated that the superannuation of workers is 
not in any way connected with their trade union activities. They were super 
annuated in accordance with the provisions of the certified standing orders. 
They have been paid wages and compensation in accordance with the provisions 
of the previous agreements , awards, etc. One of the workers on whose behalf 
the union claims wages is not entitled to anything more than what has been 
paid already. 


10. Shri Rajan applied for leave from 20-1-1971 to 30-1-1971 and it was 
granted . Thereafter nothing was heard of him till 2-4-1971. He received this 
order dated 2-4-1971 , from the management on 17-4-1971 and on 18-4-1971 he 
obtained a medical certificate and the same was forwarded with a covering 
letter. He did not sent any leave application after 30 -y - 1971. The suspension 
of Sreenivasan is not as a measure of victimisation. He has not acted strictly 
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in accordance with the instructions given to checking Inspectors. What he has 
done amcunted to misconduct and so he was suspended by way of punishment. 
The other workers under Issue No. 5 were also guilty of misconducts and they 
were punished in accordance with the provisions of the Certified Standing orders. 
They refer elaborately to the allegations raised by the union about the illegal 
recoveries made from the workers. They refer to the individual cases of these 
workers and concludes that they have only acted correctly . Regarding the 
halting batta to checking Inspectors the management says that the checking 
Inspectors belong to a separate supervisory capacity and their daily batta was 
enhanced from Rs. 1.95 to 2.50 . The management has paid this. They do not 
have the capacity to pay anything more than this. The management has 
nothing to do with the injury alleged to have been sustained by Moosa and it 
was not an injury sustained in an accident arising out of and in the course of 
employment. Out of benevolence the management paid him one month s salary 
and also medical expenses. "He is not entitled to get anything more than this. 
In regard to the case of Velayudhan for halting allowance they say that when 
he was posted as Checking Inspector in corporation bus stand he had no duty to 
work as a travelling checking Inspector. Since he had no duty to travel he cannot 
claim any daily batta . He has since then resigned and left the service on 
1-9-1970 . Shri Raghava Menon was a casual driver and when they sold 
KLD 253 he went and worked under the transferee and he is working in another 
transport undertaking and he was never sent on deputation. 


11. In reply to the allegations raised by the union in I. D. No. 22176 they 
deny the several allegations raised and repeat that the retrenchment was 
effected to effect economy and to see that the unit continues to exist . They 
retrenched these workers and offered them compensation, Notice pay, etc. Of 
these persons two alone have not accepted the notice pay and compensation. 
This management was operating about 44 services in Wynad Sector. A scheme 
for nationalisation was published and KSRTC introduced a number of services 
overlapping almost all the routes operated by this management. By some amend. 
ment in the motor vehicle rules new buses were permitted to be introduced by 
small operators and they were also offering stiff competition. The cumulative 
effect of this is the decision to sell. They refer to the profit and loss account 
and balance sheet to suhstan iate that they were incu . ring loss year after year. 
It is stated that they retrenched these workers stric ly in conformity with the 
principles of last come no go . In the rejoinder the union admits that out 
of these 36 workers the management has allowed three drivers and one fitter to 
continue; but they add that they are not the seniormost drivers. 


12. WW1 a who has been retrenched says that the two lathes in which 
he was working are even now operated and the circumstances never warranted 
a retrenchment. He has not accepted the compensation . He does not know the 
compensatior offered and also the salary under Fair Wages Act. This he says 
in cross-examination . WW2was working as a checking Inspector and he speaks 
about issue No. 5. He was asked to halt at Adivaram ; but he did not do so ; 
because the room intended for the Checking Inspectors was full of articles like 
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grease, spring sets, oil etc. He had brought this to the notice of the manage 
ment by Ext. W2. Though they stated that alternative arrangements will be 
made they have not done that. He has submitted his explanation. There was 
no dislocation in his work by not remaining there; so his suspension is unjust 
and illegal. An enquiry was conducted and he participated in it. He cross 
examined the witnesses examined at the enquiry . This he says in cross 
examination , 


13. ww3 also speaks about issue No. 5. Since he fell ill while checking a 
bus he came straight to Calicut, without reporting. The next day was his off 
day and he reported only on 3rd day. There is no justification for suspension. 
In cross-examination he admits that the checking Inspectors should get prior 
permission to leave the checking line allotted to him . He has not sought or 
obtained the permission of his chief for leaving like this. He did not report 
about his illness to the nearest station master . He did not go to the company 
Doctors. No medical certificates are also produced . 

14. WW4 is also interested in Issue No. 5. He speaks about the circum 
stances under which he sustained injury while he was staying in the rest room 
provided by the management. He was in the hospital for about 7 months. He 
has spent about 1700 for his treatment. He was given some advance and they 
have taken it back . He proves some documents also . On the date of the acci 
dent his working hours was over by 7.30 or 8 p . m . and he was to report for 
duty at 5 a . m . on the next day . This incident took place at about 4.30 a . m . 
He has gone to the company Doctor also for treatment. He says this in cross 
examination . It is not correct to say that he was not able to report for duty 
because of T. B. He did not file any petition for compensation under the work 
men s compensation Act. Some more answers are elicited. 

15. ww5 is interested in Issue No. 3. He joined in 1939 as a permanent 
employee. By Ext. w10 dated 21-1-1970 he was discharged. He worked for 
about 19 days after this notice. He was not given one month s wages in lieu 
of notice. He is entitled to get 15 month s wages as gratuity. He is entitled 
to get wages as per the recommendation of the Wage Board. He would say in 
cross- examination that at the time of discharge he had attained only the age 
of 55. He knows that the date of superannuation in this company is 58. When 
he received the notice he knew that it is to superannuate him . He had given 
a complaint to the union saying that he is entitled to get arrears. 

16 . WW6 is interested in issue No. 10. He joined in 1970 and was operat 
ing KLD 253. This was sold on 19-10-1970, and when the purchaser sold the 
bus in October, 1971 he was asked to go back to the company and when he re 
ported to the manager he was told that work can be given only when work is 
available. He says that he has worked continuously for more than 240 days 
and he is entitled for reinstatement. In cross -examination he says that he is 
not permanently employed in a place. He was deputed to work in that bus from 
19-10-1970. He was not given any written orders . He was not employed as a 
casual worker. They are maintaining a register for casual drivers. He did 
not go with this bus of his own free will, 


17. WW7 speaks about issue . No. 4. He entered on leave because of illness 
and was admitted in the medical college hospital. After the leave was over 
he again applied for leave . It was not accepted by the management. Since 
he was ill he was not in a position to submit his leave application in the pres 
cribed form . The letters regarding the accident sustained by him are marked. 
The management did not conduct an enquiry before dismissing him . He was 
simply informed that his name has been removed from , the rolls. In cross he 
says that he does not have a heavy licence to drive a heavy vehicle. There was 
a road accident in 1970 and a connected criminal case . Leave application in 
plain paper was sent through a person and it was returned. Then he knew that 
leave has not been sanctioned . He was not an inpatient or outpatient in the 
medical college hospital. The leave applications given by him are proved as 
Ext. M1 to M4. He submitted a medical certificate. His letter dt . 19-4-1971 
is Ext. M5. The fitness certificate with it is Ext. M6. 


18. WW8 speaks about issue No. 6. He joined in 1968 as driver. In Sep 
tember, 1971 when he applied for leave it was not granted. When leave was not 
granted he sent a letter resigning the job. He was working on daily wages. He 
is entitled to be a permanent worker . He was asked to explain about the bus 
accident and the management conducted an enquiry in which he was found 
guilty . There was a police case in connection with this accident in which he 
was acquitted . The management wanted to realise 1700 as damages from him . 
He was not given any assistance to conduct the criminal case against him . He 
was not guilty. He is entitled to get the benefits and also the amounts spent 
by him for conducting the case. No documents are produced by him to show 
the date of entry in service. In November, 1971 he joined as a driver in the 
KSRTC. He admits that even in September, 1971 he was working as a driver 
under KSRTC. This he says in cross - examination. He further admits that the 
management has not realised any damages or repair charges for having caused 
the accident. He has taken part in the enquiry. 

19. WW9 is working there as a conductor. Since the company gives only 
one leave application form he was not able to give further leave applications 
after submitting the first one in November, 1970 . When he applied on a plain 
paper the management refused to give him leave. Since leave was not granted 
he produced a medical certificate from the Doctor who treated him . Since he 
was not present from 14th to 20th he was treated absent and the management 
deducted 14 days wages . He admits in cross -examination that he has not 
given the medical certificate along with his leave application for 7 days from 
14-11-1970 to 20.11-1970 . He does not know whether there was a strike in the 
company from 20-11-1970. The attendance register is marked as Ext. M9 and 
Ert. M9A . Entry shows that he was absent only for 6 days and there was 
strike from 20th to 30th. He further admits that Ext. M10A entry shows that 
out of 13 working days in May he was present on 7 days and absent for a days. 


20. WW10 speaks about issue No. I. He was working as an electrician ; but 
he was designated as Assistant electrician in Ext , M11. W21 shows that he is 
a permanent electrician . Before his retrenchment they had 41 buses. It is not 
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possible for 2 electricians to do the entire work connected with these buses. 
So they get work done from outside. 10 buses are transferred to the Directors 
and certain others. As per the wage board recommendation he is entitled to 
get Rs. 175/75 whereas they gave him only Rs. 154/55. This recommendation 
came into force from 1-4-1969. The management has not paid him wages as 
an electrician . He refers to a petition written by him in his own hand writing 
and that is proved as Ext. M12 and he says that he was asked to write this by 
the office clerk . When he wanted some money he approached the manager and 
he was told to write a petition like this and so he wrote this . When this 
amount was offered to him by money order he had returned it. He had given 
a receipt Ext. M12 ( a ) . He does not know what are all the amounts shown 
there. In cross he says that he is entitled to get the arrears . He admits that 
the 10 buses sold have been taken away from the company premises . The other 
electrician is senior to him and he is retained . 


21. ww11 was retrenched as a result of the sale of 10 buses. He was work 
ing as a checking Inspector. After his retrenchment the management appointed 
Checking Inspectors and juniors are retained. 


22. ww12 speaks about issue No. 2 , i. e . confirmation of temporary workers . 
He was not getting any of the benefits which the permanent workers are getting. 
He is entitled to be confirmed from 1969 : It is not true to say that he was 
only a casual employee employed for washing the buses and that he has been 
paid only on the basis of the work done by him . He says this in cross 
examination . 


23. WW13 also refers to issue No. 2. He was working as a cleaner and he 
was entitled to be confirmed . In cross he admits that he has not received any 
appointment orders. He would say that his name was there in the attendance 
register. 


24. WW14 also speaks about issue No. 2 and he was working as a cleaner 
from April, 1967. 


25. WW15 also says that he was working as a cleaner from February, 1966 . 
No benefits like E. S. I. etc., are given but they have given him bonus for Onam . 
Though he was entitled to be confirmed after one year the management has 
not gone it. 


26. WW16 repeats what the others say. The sale was not for the real price 
of the bus. It was transferred to members of the Board and others . It was 
sold for higher amount subsequently . It is not true to say that this is a losing 
concern. When the workers wanted to get the E. S. I. benefit the management 
did not give it. In cross he says that he does not know whether the 10 buses 
were sold after getting the permission from R. T. A., Calicut. They obtained 
an exparte injunction . This case was withdrawn by them because of the 
pendency of a dispute here. 
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27. WW17 also speaks about Issue No. I. He refers to the case in the 
Munsiff Court and other details . WW18 says that he was working as a Check 
ing Inspector till he resigned the job on 1-9-1970. He was posted as booking 
clerk in various places like Kunnamangalam , Thamarassery, etc., and from 
31-12-1969 till the date of his resignation he was working in the Calicut Co : po 
ration stand as a booking clerk . He says that he is entitled to get daily batta 
at the rate of Rs. 3 per day. The management has paid this ba ta to other 
Checking Inspectors who worked as clerks in the head office. In cross he says 
that as a booking clerk he had no duty to travel on buses. He has cnly to issue 
tickets and check buses while in the stand. 


28. WW19 says that he was discharged on 15-3-1969 and he has not received 
the entire amount due to him . He was paid only a bat:a of 75 p. Actually he 
is entitled to get Rs. 2.05 p . He admits in cross that he was discharged at the 
age of 55. He does not know whether he is entitled to get anything more than 
the batta . He further admits that those who are doing the shuniing duty from 
the bus stand are given only 0.75 p . 

29. WW 20 is the General Secretary of these two Unions. He speaks that 
this is a profit making concern which paid excess profit tax in 1966. The 
management is very relunctant to pay any portion of their profits for the 
betterment of their workers. They are now saying that their version that they 
are losing every year is not true. From 1965 onwards the relationship between 
the management and the employees is not very cordial. There was strike in 
1966 and certain matters were referred to this Tribunal and an award was 
passed in I. D. No. 8166. The management has not given the benefits . The 
management in some cases has re ained employees over 58. The management 
has not implemented the terms of the Kerala Motor Transport Fair Wages Act 
in a proper way. Ext. W22 to W27 are the various agreements. The Govern 
ment Notification is Ext. W28. There were a number of anomalies in the 
implementation of the Fair Wages Act and the union by Ext. W30 brought it to 
the notice of management and the reply is Ext. W31. There was a strike on 
a Kerala basis which ended in an agreement signed at Trivandrum . The 
witness has not signed that agreement on behalf of this union. They have also 
not participated in the discussion that led to this agreement. He did not sign 
because the terms were not acceptable to the union . Majority of the workers 
are represented by these two unions . Ext. W32 is the agreement. There is 
provision in Ext. W32 for payment of arrears . That settlement is no : appll 
cable to the members of his union . This management is not maintaining 
accounts properly . He speaks about the sale of these buses. According to 
him the management has nos sold it bona fide. He proves the correspondence 
with the management about these transaccions. Retrenchment was not effected 
strictly in accordance with the last come first go. The compensasion paid is 
also not correct. He speaks about the individual cases of the other workers 
also . In cross- examinacion he says that he was a driver under the management 
and was dismissed for absence without leave. He has seen the proat and loss 
account and balance sheet of the company. Before the Fair Wages Act the 
bus operators in Malabar area were paying wages on the basis of agreements 
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between the Malabar Bus Owners Association and the association of employees. 
Employees under this management were getting more wages than the wages 
fixed by he Fair Wages Act. The Fair Wages Act was implemented with effect 
from 1-3-1971 on the basis of the agreemen : concluded on an all Kerala basic. 
He had participated in the discussions that were held prior to this agreement. 
But on he day of the settlement he has not participated. His union obtained 
an injunction restraining the management from transferring the buses ; but 
tha . was subsequen ly dismissed. He would say that the retrenchment was 
before the transfer. According to him all the routes are profitable routes. 
He does not know whether the management had published the seniority list 
before retrenchment. He had given objections to the list published by the 
management. To his knowledge all the retrenched employees except one has 
accepted the retrenchment compensa.ion . He is asked about the individual 
complaints which has been spoken to by him in chief examination. 

30. WW21 was working as Checking Inspector. He had 10 years of service 
at the time of retrenchment on 25-7-1971. His complaint is that the retrench 
ment is not based on the principle of last come first go . 

31. WW22 says that he was appointed as a cleaner 15 years back and on 
8-8-1975 when his service was terminated he was working as an attender, in 
the store . A junior is retained there. He admits in cross-axamination that some 
more retrenched cleaners are junior to him . The management had exhibited 
a seniority list before retrenchment. They had shown his seniority also and he 
had complained about the defects of it to the clerk . He was given notice pay 
and compensation on 8-8-1975 ; but he complained about the inadequacy on 
13-9-1975 . 

32 WW23 says that he was working as a Checking Inspector when they re 
trenched him in July , 1975. This is similar to the evidence of the other Check . 
ing Inspec or who is examined . Cross -examination is also on similar lines. 

33. The General Secretary of the union wanted to add something more in 
view of the la er dispute and he was again examined. He speaks about the 
subsequent sale and the retrenchment. He was elaborately cross- examined. 

34. MW1 is the Chief Checking Inspector under the management. He speaks 
about the evidence of ww12 , 13 and 14 who according to him were not em 
ployed as cleaners. These three persons were working in the bus stand as 
porters and sometimes they were employed to wash the buses during night halt. 
There is another person also at Chunđale doing the same work ; but that is 
available only on a casual basis and that too occasionally . In cross he says 
that he is in charge of the entire area. They are keeping records in outstations 
like Manantoddy and Chundale to show wages paid to these persons. They do 
not get any voucher for payment of money for washing. 

85... MW2 is one of the share holders of the company. He says that he pur 
chased one bus in 1971. He operated it for 9 months and sold it when he 
incurred lose. In crose be says that he has not kept the details of the running 
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of the bus. Mr. Raghava Menon , a driver was sent to him on deputation. 
The bus was sold because he was incurring loss by running it. 


36. MW3 speaks about the case raised by certain persons who are claimed 
to be cleaners. He was working as the Station Master. Buses are washed by 
paying the amount by the conductors concerned. They have not appointed any 
cleaners there. In cross he says that the washing expenses can be seen from 
the accounts , 


37. MW4 conducted an enquiry against Sreenivasan . He proves the charge 
memo, the reply and the enquiry proceedings. Srinivasan participated in the 
enquiry. His findings are also marked . He conducted an enquiry against 
Mr. Gopi Nair also . The memo, explanation , enquiry proceedings and findings 
are marked . Ano her enquiry was conducted against Ratnakaran . He proves 
the connected papers. Another enquiry conducted against N. K. Kanaran is 
also proved by him . 


38. In cross he admits that at the time of conducting the enquiry he was 
the Manager of Ms. C. C. Brothers. It is owned by the Managing Director of 
Ms. C. W. M. S. He has given every opportunity to the delinquent ernployees 
to examine their witnesses and cross -examine the witnesses of the management. 
He has not added anything in writing in the proceedings after the enquiry was 
over. He is also asked about the details of the charges levelled agains: these 
individual workers. 


39. MW5 proves the enquiry conducted against K. P. Moosa . All the docu 
men s are marked . MW6 is the manager of the company . He is the head of 
the administration of the company. The balance sheet and profi and loss account 
for the years from 1968-69 to 1971-72 are proved. They are incurring loss year 
after year. His evidence in chief is in consonance with the reply statement 
filed by the management. Connected documents are proved by him . The case 
of the management in regard to the version given by individual workers is also 
spoken to by him . He speaks the reasons which prompted them to sell the 
buses with permits . The retrenchment according to him is bona fide ard before 
retrenchment they had published a seniority list. Only thereafter on the principle 
of first come last go they retrenched these employees and they offered them 
compensation on the basis of their last drawn pay. All the documents are 
proved . 

40. In cross - examination he is asked about the details in the profit and loss 
account and balance sheet in these years. He also speaks about the amount 
received by the sale of each individual bus. In all they have sold 13 buses. 
Some of the routes were surrendered and they did not try for new routes, as 
they found the industry unprofitable. The daily collection register for some 
period is also produced . The agreement for sale of 9 buses are available in the 
office. They had prepared a receipt and expenditure statement and on he basis 
of this the decision was taken to sell the bus. In the resolu ion those details are 
not shown. Before the first sale they had 44 buses running in 44 routes. In 
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addition to this they had 4 or 5 spare buses. Spare buses are only used as 
substitutes. Press cuttings regarding certain statements made by the manage 
ment in a dispute arose about the sale are shown to him . It is not correct to 
say that their stand at that time was to entrust buses to certain directors and 
it is stated by the witness that even at that time they had contemplated the 
selling of buses. He is also asked about individual grievances of the workers . 
They have published the seniority list by exhibiting on the notice board of the 
company. All the workers who were retrenched came out of their own accord 
and accepted compensation . He is asked about the reasons for having the 
same wording in the applications marked as Eqt. M63 series. Abot the case 
of individual worker the union has elicited sufficient information by cross 
examination . 

41. MW7, the U. D. Clerk in the office of R.T.O., Calicut proves the docu 
ments regarding the routes. 

42. MWS works in R. T. O. Office , Cannanore as a clerk . He proves the 
applications and order passed on the request made by this management to sur 
render routes . He gives some answers in cross -examination also . 

43. MW9 the chartered accountants ofMs. Varma and Varia proves the profit 
and loss account and balance sheet for the years 1974-75 and 1975.76 . He says 
that they sustained loss during these 2 years. He is not cross- examined. This 
is the list of evidence recorded in this case. 


Retrenchment of 36 workers: 


44. The union contends that this retrenchment is to victimise the workers. 
They trace the background of the activities of this management. It was a 
flourishing industry which made huge profits till the year 1966 Thereafter 
they wanted to teach the workers a lesson and a number of disputes arose and 
some were settled and some others were referred for adjudication and the 
awards were published and they have not even implemented the terms of these 
awards. In order to put an end to the demands the management thought it 
fit of fictitiouis transfers of the buses to the shareholders or directors of the com 
pany, to get rid of the obligations arising out of agreements, awards and enact 
ments. When they came to know about this attempt of transfer the workers 
raised an agitation and there was a settlement regarding this. But disregard 
ing these terms they went ahead with the transfer of buses The considera ion 
received for the sale was very low . The transfer was only to deny their right . 
it is mala fide act with the motive of victimisation . Retrenchment has been 
effected wi hout taking into consideration the principle of " Last come first go" . 
Even persons who had long years of service were trea ed as temporary workers 
and after this retrenchment some of them have been confirmed . This procedure 
is incorrect. The designation of certain persons who were retrenched has been 
Wil henna tn mit the retrenchment. Two examples are cited one of 
a fitter and the other of an electrician . They were fitters and electricians but 
for the purpose of retrenchment they were designated assistant Atters and 
Essistant electrician . 
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45. The management says that the accounts and the balance sheet of the 
company would show that they have incurring loss year after year. This was 
brought to the nosice of the board of directors and they found that the better 
thing would be to sell or transfer 10 buses with their route permit. Accordingly 
they sold these buses after ob aining the permission of the Regional Transport 
au hority . Consequent to the reduction in the number of buses they retrenched 
these 36 persons. After issuing refrenchment notice they found that 4 if them 
that is the 3 drivers and one fitter was required for the management and accord 
ingly the notice issued to them were withdrawn and they are retained. So the 
dispute is new only regarding 32 persons . They say that there has been no 
mala fide or colourable exercise of power. Transfer of buses was not binami. 
They have acted in accordance with the provisions of the Industrial Dispu.es 
Act and Rules in this retrenchment. The principles of " last come first go" has 
been adopted in the retrenchment. The two persons referred as eleccicians 
and fitters were actually assistant electrician and helper fitter at the time of 
retrenchment. Excepting two of the retrenched workers all others have accept 
ed notice pay, retrenchment compensation and gratuity, etc. and they have 
finally settled their accounts and left the company. Regarding this issue ww1 
says that the management has designated him wrongly as assistant turner. 
He was working as turner and the compensation paid to him is also not correct 
He also says that he is entitled to get compensation as per Fair Wages Act. 
ww10 says that his designation as Assistan : electrician is incorrect. ww11 says 
that Juniors are retained. WW16 says that the sale is not bona fide. 

WW17 
also supports this plea. WW20 the secretary speaks in support of all issues 
with special reference to Issue No. 1. He proves all the documents. He says 
that the management has not paid the compensation in accordance with the 
Fair Wages Act. So the compensation paid is also incorrect. The manager, 
MW6 speaks mainly in support of this issue on behalf of the management. 

46. The main attack of the union is that the sale itself is not a bona fide 
one. The case that they have been incurring loss year after year is only a 
connected story put up for the purpose of this case. The balance sheet and 
profit and loss account for the years 1967-68 to 1971-72 are marked as Ext. M49 
to M53 . A further statement is also proved as Ext. M54. This shows the loss 
incurred by this management during all the years from 1963-64 and 1974-75 . 
He would say that pursuant to this , the Board of Directors resolved at their 
meeting to sell 10 buses. The copy of the resolution is Ext. M55 . As per this 
resolution it is seen that they decided to sell 9 buses to the highest bidders , 
consequent to the fact tha : the collections are very poor, and unremunerative 
to the company . It is seen from Ext. M54 statement that during the years 
1963-64 and 1966-67 they were making huge profits. It went upto 3 lakhs 
1965-66. The position took a different turn from the year 1967-69. Thereafter 
It was the lowest in 1971-72. The management has produced and proved the 
balance sheets and profit and loss account for the years 1965-66 to 1971-72. 
They also proved the balance sheet and profit and loss account for later years. 
MU9 the chartered accountant, who audited their accounts proves their balance 
shcet for the years 1974-75 and 1975-76 . He also says that he is the chartered 
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accountant who audits the accounts and prepares the balance sheet and profit 
and loss account of this company from the year 1967. The union has attempted 
to challenge the validity of these accounts by elaborately cross-examining 
MW6. Certain aspects which are not borne out by these reports have been 
supplemented by the management by producing the connected account books, 
statement of collec ion etc. The union has not cross- examined MW9. The 
cross -examination of MW6 has not been sufficient in any way to disbelieve 
these accounts. Though it is very elaborate it has not yielded any indication 
to disbelieve these statements. So the fact that they have been incurring loss 
year after year from 1967-68 to 1971-72 is an admitted fact. 

47. The union challenges the validity of this transfer on the ground that 
the sale was not for the highest price. They also say that it was made to 
shareholders and others. One of the persons who purchased one hus has come 
before this Court on behalf of the management. He is MW2. He says that 
he has purchased one of these buses and after running it for 9 months he sold 
as scrap . Further the fact that these buses have been sold , transferred and 
handed over to different persons after getting the authority of the Regional 
Transport Authority is an admitted fact. The Union had intervened at the 
time of the transfer of these buses and had pleaded before the Regional Transport 
Officer that they should not be transferred. But the authority gave permission . 
The Union has no case that even though they were transferred these buses 
were operated by the shareholders or other persons interested in this company 
to defect the rights of the workers. Their case that they have yielded only low 
price is a matter which is to be agitated by the shareholders of the conipany. 
So the fact that there has been a transfer of different buses to different persons 
is an admitted fact. 

48. Next they contend that in retrenching these employees the management 
has not adhered strictly to the principle of last come first go. wwil says that 
certain Checking Inspectors who are juniors to him have been retained by the 
management and some who were not working at the time of retrenchment have 
been appointed after this retrenchment. MW6 says that there was a strike by the 
workers when they decided to sell buses and that was withdrawn on the basis 
of a settlement. That set-lement is Ext. M58, Clause 2 reads as follows: 

" In the event of any transfer of permits of buses being effected through 
the Regional Transport authority the proposal for retrenchment made 

consequent to such transfer will be brought to the nočice of the union ." 
It is stated that consequent to this settlement they sent Ext. W69 
letter to the union . 

49. The settlement is in June, 1971 and by letter dated 24th December, 
1971 (Ext. W69) they intimated the union including this union of which wW20 
is the secretary, that they have decided to retrench from their service 57 
employees, the de ails of their designation and category are also shown in 
this letter. The management would contend that certain persons including 
union officials requested them to reduce the number and accordingly they 
reduced it to 36. Afterwards they published a seniority list and copy 1s 
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Exts. M59. The union said that they want copy. By Ext. M15 2 unions asked 
for the seniority list since there are mistakes , omissions and discrepencies. 
This letter is not denied by the union . Ext. M16 is the seniority list and the 
covering letter. By this leter the management gave the union one week 
time to raise objections , if any, against this seniority list. It is seen that 
there are 70 drivers, 86 conductors including the casual conductors, 56 cleaners 
and a number of Checking Inspectors, fitters, helpers, blacksmith , cashier, 
etc. The name, designation and the date of entry into service are all clearly 
given in the list. The management s case is that they have not received any 
complaint whatsoever from the unions regarding the seniority list. The 
witnesses referred to earlier who raised these complaints in this court do 
not seern to have written anything against the seniority list published by the 
management. Ww20 the secretary was asked whe :her they had raised any 
objcction against this seniority list. After giving some evasive replies he says 
that their objections are raised in the statement and rejoinder filed in this 
case. He admits that he had seen Ext. M15 and received Ext. M16 with the 
seniority list. No objection was raised by him till filing the statement before 
this Court. So it has to be taken for granted that they had no objection at 
that time against the seniority list published . So their contention that the 
management retrenched the employees violating the principles of last come 
first go will not hold good. 

50. Then they contend that the compensation offered to workers is not 
correct. Their case is that the workers are entitled to get compensation 
on the basis of the wages payable as per Fair Wages Act . All the union wit 
nesses who speak with reference to this issue speaks that the compensation 
paid is incorrect because the wages paid is not in accordance with the Fair 
Wages Act. ww20 concedes that the fleet owners in Malabar area were paying 
wages to their workers from 1958 to 1968 on the basis of settlements , effected 
between the various unions and the Malabar Bus Owners Association and also 
on the basis of the Minimum Wages Notification issued . He further says 
that there was agreement on 5-6-1971 on a Kerala Basis to pay wages to the 
workers with effect from 1-3-1971. That agreement is Ext. W32 . In cross 
examination he concedes that wages are being paid on the basis of Ext. W32 
settlement and not on Fair Wages Act. He also concedes that he was not 
present at the conciliation conference which effected W32 settlement. His union 
had protested but he does not seem to have given any complaint to the Inspec 
tors oppointed under the Fair Wages Act against the non -payment of the fair 
wages . MW6 says that he was present at the conciliation conference which 
effected Ext. W32, since he was the honorary secretary of the Malabar Bus 
Owners Association at that time. He also says that this union was not present 
at that time. All others except this union participated in the conference and 
the wages payable are fixed in Ext. W32. It is seen from Ext. W32 that the 
office bearers of various bus owners association of Kerala State have signed 
the settlement. Similarly a number of unions functioning under various section 
of transport employees in different parts of the State have also participated 
in the settlement. It is stated that the unions have agreed to drop the claim 
for errears from 1-4-1969 to 28-2-1971 on the basis of the Fair Wages Ordinance 
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1971. This is a conciliation settlement and a large section of workers and 
managements have accepted this and the union did not protest against this 
till this reference. They do not have a case that the management has not 
paid wages on the basis of Ext. W32 settlement. The workers examined were 
asked, to what they are entitled to get, they all said that they do not know . 
The management has all along been saying that they have been paying according 
to this settlement. If what has been paid is not correct even in a single case 
the union could have pointed out that fact. 

51. The union has no case that the management has not paid according to 
the terms of this se tlement. So I find that the union has not succeeded in 
pointing out that compensation paid is not incorrect. 

52. The management says that all the workers excepting one has received 
compensation . Some of the workers examined here on behalf of the union have 
stated that they received compensation because of certain pressures exerted 
by the management and also because of their financial difficulties. Ext. M63 
series contain the receipts issued by certain workers who have received com 
pensation. This was given to them pursuant to the individual memoes given 
by them to the management asking them to pay the compensation gratui y , 
notice pay and other benefit consequent on the re.renchment. Exts. M62 
series are the retrenchment notices issued to these different workers . 

53. It is seen from Ext. M63 series that workers received compensation 
and other dues and they have issued receipts for this amount. The manage 
ment had sent compensation by M. O. to certain workers and out of the 32 
workers only one has not accepted the compensation . MW6 the manager says 
that after this retrenchment they have re- employed 15 persons. 5 persons did 
not respond. Their names are shown in Ex . M81 series. This is not disputed 
by the union . This is a case where the management published the seniority 
list and this was also brought to the notice of the unions. They did not 
dispute the correctness of the entries in this list. So there is no validity for 
the contention that the principle of " last come first go " has not been adhered 
to. 

54. Then the union dispute the correctness of the amount. For the rea 
sons already mentioned it is found that the compensation offered is correct. 
They say that this is not a bona fide transaction and there is already a finding 
about this in another part of the award . The management in the beginning 
wanted to retrench 57 persons and they came down to 36 and even from 
these 36 they withdrew the notice in respect of 4 persons and actually only 
32 were retrenched. Out of these 32 it is seen that they have re-employed 
15 persons. On a careful perusal of all these facts I find that there is no 
scope for interference by this Tribunal in the retrenchment. 

55. The issue referred in I. D. 2276 relates to the retrenchment of 25 
persons. The management says that 24 of them were retrenched on the 
basis of their seniority Ust and one person was retrenched as they abolished 
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the post of one supervisor. Here also the union challenges the retrenchment 
on the ground of lack of bonafides on intention of victimisation, inadequacy 
of compensation and also because of not strictly adhering to the principle 
of " last come first go" . In addition to the grounds already referred to in 
the earlier part of this award the management also points out that Wynad 
routes being nationalised and most of their buses were plying in that route 
and that there is severe competition in the field by new entrants . In these 
uircnmstances they sold some routes and some buses were stopped . When 
the number of routes was reduced they had to cut short their expenditure 
by retrenching the workers . The ratio between the number of workers and 
the buses had to be on a rational basis and so they had to retrench the 
workers. Here also they say that they have published the seniority list. 
M89 is the seniority list published. Before publication this list they had 
sent out 13 persons who were working on a temporary basis. Even for this 
they had published a seniority list and the unions did not raise any dispute 
about this . Ext. M91 series are the retrenchment notices and their are 24 
notices. It is seen that all the. persons. mentioned . have accepted these 
notices. One notice addressed to one K. Velayudan was returned and he 
accepted this by Ext. M93 from the office. So the reasons are already men 
tioned here. They have clearly specified that the surrendering and selling 
of buses have reduced the number of their buses and consequently based on 
reasonable proportion they are reducing the staff. Ext. M94 series 46 in 
number are the receipts issued by 23 of these workers. It was sent by 
M. O. to two individuals and they have also received it . These receipts are 
Exts. M95 series and M96 series 4 numbers in each . That there was natio 
nalisation and consequent loss of these routes to private operators is an 
admitted fact. The case of victimisation is not established in this case 
because of the attitude of the management in employing the very same persons 
after retrenchment. It is also to be noted that a number of flect owners 
who were flourishing in Malabar area formerly have all almost closed their 
establishments and they are not now seen in the picture. 

56. The low price at which the buses have been sold is raised as a point 
by the Union to show that there was no bonafide in the same. The dispro 
portionate nature of this transaction has not been established and it has been 
proved in this case that some of the purchasers had sold them as scrap after 
running them for some time. For these reasons I find that there is no scope 
for interference with this retrenchment raised in I.D.22 76 also . 


57. Issue No. 2. - In the claim statement filed by the unions it is stated that 
there are 40 temporary workers who are entitled to be confirmed since they 
have put in more than one year s service continuously . It is added in the 
statement that 20 are already confirmed after reference only 20 more are 
to be confirmed . 


58. The management contends that all the persons who are entitled to 
be confirmed are confirmed by them . MW6 the manager says that he does 
not know even these persoas examined as WW12 to 15. They were not 
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employees under the management at any time. They are maintaining list 
of casual workers and Ext. M72 is the copy of the same. There are in all 
16 plus 3 , i. e., 19 workers and they have confirmed 12 of them . None of 
these persons confirmed were employed in the category in which there has 
been retrenchment. In the claim statement the union has not stated the 
names, length of service , etc. of these workers who claim confirmation. All 
the workers and the union secretary say that a demand had been raised on 
behalf of the temporary workers for confirmation. None of them are proved 
when a demand is made like this and if about 40 workers had been working 
temporary waiting for confirmation, naturally the union would be in possession 
of all details like their entry in service, etc. A general mention is made 
that 40 workers are working as temporary workers. WW12 to 15 were 
also not able to say how many others like them are working in other places. 

59. Then there is the case of these 4 workers i. e . ww12 to WW15 . They 
say that they have been working as cleaners in Wynad Region . MW1 was 
working as chief Checking Inspector at Chundale and he says that ww12 
to 14 have rever worked as temporary cleaners under the management. MW3 
says that he was working as the Station Master, Chundale. He says that 
WW15 has never worked as a cleaner at Chundale. They would have employed 
persons like him who work as bus stand porters in Chundale area to wash 
buses. They are paid by the conductors and they have nothing to do with the 
management. They are never treated as casual or temporary workers under 
the management. In the absence of any document either in the posession 
of the union or in the posession of the workers to establish at least that 
prior to this reference the workers or union had demanded for confirmation , 
the case put forth by the management has to be accepted . So I find that 
these workers including the other persons whose names are not given are 
not entitled to any relief . 


60. Issue No. 3 The union says that the management has discharged these 
7 persons without paying the entire compensation due to them . They have 
not been paid on the basis of the previous agreement and also on the basis 
of the award in I. D. 8166. Further the compensation paid should have been 
calculated on the basis of Act, 23 of 1971. They also say that they have 
been superannuated because of their active participation in the union acti 
vities. One of these workers Sri. Kumaran received the discharge notice only 
on 2-1-1970 whereas it is dated 20-12-1969. So he is entitled to get one 
month s notice pay from the date of his receipt of notice. The management 
says that they have paid all dues on the basis of their last drawe salary . 
They have already superannuated and their gratuity has been paid as per 
Ext . M73 scheme. ww5 is one of the workers. He says that his service 
was terminated with effect from 21-1-1970 . He was given only 12 months 
wages as gratuity and actually he is entitled to get 15 month s wages. He 
clains the arrears of wages and compensation on the basis of Fair Wages 
Act. No other person excepting the secretary speaks in support of this 
issue. The general complaints is that wages have been calculated on the basis 
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of conciliation settlement effected at Ernakulam between the various mana 
gements and various unions engaged in this industry . According to the 
union Act 2371 is the basis on which the wages should be calculated . There 
is already the finding under Issue No. I that the workers are entitled to get 
only in accordance with the settlement referred to and there is no complaint 
that the management has not paid compensation on this basis . There is no 
evidence to show that these persons were selected and superannuated on the 
basis of their active trade union work . 


61. Ext. M73 is the gratuity scheme and the management says that they 
have paid gratuity in accordance with this. This aspect is not challenged 
by the union . So I find that they are not entitled to get anything more than 
what has been already paid as gratuity . 

62. Then there is the case of Sri Kumaran examined here as ww5. It 
is seen from Ext. M71, the Standing Orders that the age of superannuation 
in this establishment is 58. None of the workers including WW5 has a case 
that they were superannuated before reaching the age. It is seen that under 
Clause 16 that in case of superannuation they are entitled to get one month s 
notice or compensation in lieu of notice. In this case ww5 has a definite case 
that he has not been given one months notice. Ext. W10 is the copy of the 
notice issued to him . According to him he says that he has received it only 
on 21st January , 1970. MW6 has not specifically proved the date on which 
the notice was served on the worker. There is provision for payment of one 
month s notice on superannuation. Since the date of service of notice is not 
proved this worker Sri Kumaran interested in Issue No. 3 is entitled to get 
one month s pay in lieu of notice at the rate at which he drew his salary 
in the last month . He is not entitled to any other relief. Other workers 
under the issue are also not entitled to any relief. 


63. The Union says that the management struck off from the rolls the 
names of Sri T. K. Rajan from 2-4-1971. He was not well and he entered on 
leave and he sent leave applications but they returned it saying that it 
was not in the form stipulated by the company. A medical Certificate was 
also sent. Inspite of this they removed his name and he is entitled to be 
reinstated with backwages. . According to the management he applied for 
leave while working as assistant fitter from 20-1-1971 to 30-1-1971 both days 
inclusive. There was no information about him till 2-4-1971 and by this time 
he had overstayed and was liable to be removed from the rolls under 
sec. 10 ( 3 ) of the Standing Orders. Accordingly they issued notices dated 
2-4-1971 which he received on 17-4-1971. The next day he obtained a medical 
certificate and that was sent along with a letter dated 19-1-1971. Since 
he had overstayed leave mithout giviny any intimation wha -so -ever le is 
not entitled to any relief. 


64. WW7 is the concerned worker . He says that he was not doing well 
due to chest pain and he was taken to the medical college Hospital and 
from there he was asked to take rest and accordingly he was in his house 
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taking rest and medicines. After exhausting the printed forms given by the 
company he submitted his leave applications in plain paper. That was re 
turned . The leave letters submitted by him are proved as Exts. Mi to M4. 
This is only for leave from 20-1-1971 to 30-1-1971 both days inclusive . 
Ext . M7 is the memo issued to him terminating his service . Ext. M5 is his 
reply. Though the worker says that he had sent leave applications even after 
30-1-1971 they are not proved. He has not produced any Medical Certificate 
for his illness from February to March . Though he says that he was under 
going treatment as per the advice of Doctors in the medical college the first 
letter from him after 30-1-1971 is Ext. M5 dated 17-4-1971 . This is in reply 
to a letter by the management on 2-4-1971. So for about two months and 
18 days he kept quite and illness during this period is also not proved by 
him . The manager, MW6, says that his service was terminated as per the 
provisions of the Standing Orders . He refers to Sec. 10 ( 3 ) in this connection . 
M71 is the Standing Orders. If he had actually sent leave and the management 
had returned he could have very well have proved it. There is no case that he 
was victimised because of his trade union activities. He refers to Ext. W11 
series the correspondence between this worker and the management regarding 
some misconduct alleged against him and about some criminal case pending 
against him before the Magistrate s court . There is nothing connected with 
the offence alleged against him in this matter. In this connection when he 
was examined the inanagement has elicited that without having a licence for 
driving a heavy vehicle he had taken out a bus of the company and dashed 
against the compound wall and an enquiry was conducted and he was not 
punished in any way by the management. This happened in 1970. There was 
also a criminal case in connection with this. This information is elicited in 
cross- examination . This will only show that the management was not in 
a vindictive mood , they have done in the circumstances is only as per the 
standing orders and there is no ground for interference with it. 

65. Issue No. 5. - WW2 Srinivasan speaks about his case. The allegation 
against him is that he had not halted at Adivaram as per the instructions of 
the management on 11-4-1971 and for this he was suspended as a punishment 
for one week at the time he was working as checking Inspector. He had 
informed the management that the facilities available at Adivaram at the 
company s room are quite inadequate and the room itself was unhygenic 
filled with grease , oil, etc. and the management has not by his stay at 
Calicut instead of at Adivaram suffered any loss because he was to check 
buses plying between Calicut and Adivaram . His letter about the inconveni 
ence at Adivaram is Ext. W2. 


66. Exts. M19 and 23 are the memo enquiry notice, enquiry proceedings 
findings and the suspension orders issued to this worker. The Memo Ext. W2 
dated 17-4-1971 is issued only on 20-4-1971. His reply is on 21-4-1971. 
The management witness MW6 would say that this is a proportionate punish 
ment. If they had been vekament about his improper say at Calicut they 
would have issued notice on the next day itself. Instead of that they waited 
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till the inconvenience of the room was pointed out by the worker for issuing 
the memo. Probably they were not very happy about the stand of ! e worker. 
The fact that they have not suffered any loss by his stay at Calicut is also 
to be noted . Taking all these aspects I find that this suspension is not warranted. 
He is to be paid wages for this period. 


Gopi Nair 


67. For not having mentioned the names of driver in the In and Out 
form while working as a conductor he was suspended for a week and he was 
asked to explain the reason and he submitted his explanation. He said that 
there was no wilfull negligence and the company has not suffered any loss 
by this. Ext. M24 to 28 are the memo enquiry notice, enquiry proceedings, 
findings in regard to this worker. The punishment is not in pro . 
portion to the offence comunitted Mere warning would be sufficient in the 
circumstances of the case . So the management shall pay him full weeks wages 
to him . 


Ratnakaran 


68. He is examined as ww3. While he was working as Checking Inspector 
he did not submit his report for 15-7-1971 at the proper time. It was given 
only 3 or 4 days later . His explanation was that he suddenly fell ill and came 
away straight without giving the report. Even a mere reading of his reply 
suggests that he was passing through places where the management had their 
own staff including Station Masters and if he felt so he could have reported 
about his illness and inability to give his report in any of these stations. He 
has not done so. Ext. M29 to M33 are the memo, notice, enquiry proceedings, 
etc. in regard to this worker. Checking Inspector is usually appointed to find 
out the faults on the part of the conductor. This is a job which requires 
some amount of trust and confidence. So the punishment meted out is not 
in any way disproportionate or improper . It is only suspension for three days 
So I am not interfering with it. 


K. P. Moosa 


69. His first suspension was for 4 days and second one for 7 days . Ext.W9 
series are the documents. He is examined here. The first charge against 
him was that he did not fill diesel oil at the proper time and so the bus was 
stranded on the road . Ext. M39 to M49 are the memo, notice , enquiry pro 
ceedings and orders in respect of this worker . This is a serious ofience and 
there is no scope for interference with the punishment. The second charge is 
that he left the bus before the arrival of the relief driver. So I find that this 
punishment also cannot be interfered with . 
Balan and Appu 

70 . Ext. W44 series and W45 series are connected documents. It is stated 
that another Sankaran was also suspended along with these persons and that 
was converted into leave. The management says in wey were prepared to 


convert the suspension of these persons also. 

At that time because of the 
attitude of the union they could not do so . So it is clear that the management 
even at that time felt that the punishment is a bit harsh and that is why probably 
they converted the suspension of another colleague inflicted under the same 
circumstances was revoked or converted . Though late the management is to 
pay wages to these persons for the period of suspension connected with the 
punishment refered to in 44 series and 45 series. 


N : K. Kanaran 


71. Here he was suspended for a week for not issuing tickets to certain 
passengers. They obtained explanation and only afterwards he was punished . 
Exts. M34 to 38 are the memo, notice, enquiry proceedings etc., in respect of this 
worker. Nobody has come forward to speak on behalf of the worker and no 
reasons are also advanced to show why this punishment should be cancelled 
or reduced . The offence is serious and there is no scope for interference 
with this punishment. 


P. K. Kunjali 


72. Issue No. 6. While working as a driver under the management he 
met with an accident on 22-4.1970 in which the leaf of the bus KLD 2872 broke 
and the bus got out of control and capcised. There was a criminal case 
against him before the Manantoddy Munsiff court which ended in acquittal 
and he gave a bill for Rs. 342 towards expenses . He was paid Rs. 150 towards 
this by the management. In addition to this he had submitted three bills 
for a total amount of Rs. 181.18 . This amount also he is entitled to get because 
this is medical expenses met by him . He says that he is entitled to get 
some wages. 


73 . The management says that they have paid only Rs. 150 towards 
expenses. Bills for medicines were not allowed because they were not obtained 
on the basis of prescription issued by Doctors authorised by the company . 
He was given Rs. 300 by way of compensation by the workmen s compen 
sation commissioner. Actually the management lost Rs. 4309.70 towards the 
repair of the vehicle. WW20 is the secretary of the Union who speaks on 
behalf of the worker. MW6 speaks on behalf of the management and says 
that he has left the service of the company resigning his job after getting 
the benefits . The management has paid Rs. 150. No Bill is produced . He 
has also not chosen to come and say about the total expenses incurred by 
him . Then the medical expenses. These are three bills given by Doctors 
not authorised by the compan Moreover he has given some amount by 
the compensation Commissioner towards his expenses for meeting these expenses. 
In the absence of direct evidence on the question by the worker concerned 
an in view of his resigning the job setting everything with the management 
I find that he is not entitled to any relief, 


K. Perachan 


74. It is stated by the Union that the management has recovered Rs. 40 
from him towards cost of a torch and umbrella , etc., alleged to have been 
lost by one passenger travelling by a bus which met with an accident. The 
union says that the worker is not in any way responsible for the loss . The 
management says that one Krishnan Nambiar had these three articles and 
they were lost in Bus KLD 1526 of which Perachan was the driver . They 
also add that since Sri Perachan was in charge of the vehicle he is liable 
to the loss since the recovery of Rs . 40 cannot be questioned . 


75. There is nothing to show that the drivers are the custodians of the 
articles belonging to passengers. How the responsibility can be thrust upon 
this particular driver is also not clear. So Sri K. Perachan is entitled to get 
back this amount of Rs. 40. The management is to refund this amount. 


P. Narayanan Nair 

76. While working as driver in bus KLD 3360 there was an accident and 
the management recovered Rs. 150 towards the charges for repair of a car. 
There was no fault on the part of the driver and recovery was effected 
without a proper enquiry. An amount of Rs. 26.90 was recovered from the 
driver for expenses towards treatment. This also the 

management is not 
entitled to . The management says that their bus dashed against a car and 
the driver settled the entire matter with the owner of the car on his agreeing 
to pay Rs. 150 towards repair charges . He asked the management to pay 
this amount and recover it from his salary . This person incurred an expen 
diture of Rs. 26.90 without requisition from the management and this was 
met during the strike period . This the management is not bound to meet. 
Sri Narayanan Nair died and the union Secretary speaks on behalf of this 
case. While he was cross- examined he said that he does not know whether 
Sri Narayanan Nair had settled the dispute regarding the accident with the 
owner of the car by agreeing to pay an amount of Rs. 150 to the owner. He 
also does not know whether he had asked the management to pay this amount 
on his undertaking that this can be recovered from his salary . He admits 
that Ext. M17 is a letter written by Narayanan Nair. It is clearly admitted 
that he had agreed to pay Rs. 150 to the owner of the car and he wanted the 
management to pay this amount and recover from his salary . There is ro 
case for anybody that this was written under coersion or undue influence. 
Who was at fault is now too late to be considered and hence I find that 
this worker is not entitled to any relief . There is a claim for Rs. 26.9 ). 
This is not clearly proved. Hence on that ground also he is not entitled to any 
relief. 


C. P. Madhavan 


77. He is examined as WW8, whose case is that while working as a 
driver on daily wages from 1968 his leave from 20-9-1971 was not granted 
by the management. His presence was urgently required by the side of 
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his sister who was ailing in the hospital and when he found that there was 
no alternative he tendered his resignation . No benefits were given to him . 
Ext. W16 is his resignation letter. There was a bus accident and Ext. W17 
was issued to him . His reply is Ext. W18 . A connected criminal case ended 
in acquittal but no expenses were given by the management to him . The 
management says that he joined K.S.R.T.C. as a driver and the worker admits 
that he is there as a driver from November , 1971. The main complaint of 
the union is that he was not confirmed at the proper time and if they have 
confirmed he would have got more benefits at the time of his resignation . 

78. Eventhough there is the dispute about the date of his joining in the 
K.S.R.T.C. the fact remains that he is now employed in a better place . The 
management has a case that he has resigned to join K.S.R.T.C. but that is 
not established . Anhow there is not much now to be agitated. 


Govindankutty Nair 

79. His case is that his application for leave in 14-11-1970 to 20-11-1970 
was rejected by the management on the ground that it was written on a 
plain paper . He has also submitted a medical certificate. After rejecting 
this the management deducted 14 days salary. He speaks in support of his 
case as ww9. According to the management he applied for leave contrary 
to the instructions hence they refused his leave and deducted only 6 days 
salary . He was working as a conductor. Ext. W14 is the letter by which 
the management rejected his leave. It is only stated that the leave applied 
for cannot be granted. It is not provided anywhere in Sec. 10 ( 2 ) of the Standing 
Orders that leave can be applied for only in printed forms. There is no 
reason also mentioned for refusal of the leave. The worker says that he 
had sent a medical certificate also . When a person is seriously ill his only 
choice is to send a leave application with a medical certificate and if it 
is refused there is a duty cast on the management to say the reasons for 
it. Writing leave application on a plain paper is not a reason for rejecting 
the leave application. So I find that the worker is entitled for wages for 
this period. There is the contention between the worker and the management 
regarding the number of days for which he had been denied wages . According 
to the management it is only for six days and according to the worker it 
is for 14 days . The management has produced Ext. M9, M9a , M10, M10a 
to show that he has been denied wages only for 6 days. This is accepted 
as correct and he is to be paid six days wages . 


P. E. Sanadanan 


80. The Union s grievance is that the management has recovered Rs. 10 
from his salary for damages caused to the Zinc sheet of a bug he was 
driving . According to the management he has caused a loss of Rs. 25 and 
the management conducted an enquiry after issuing a notice to him and 
recovered an amount of Rs. 10 from him . He is now working in the K.S.R.T.C. 
The Union has not challenged the validity of the enquiry. This is a small 
amount and I do not find it proper to interfere with the finding. 
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81. Issue No. 7. The Union says that the management has been consistently 
refusing to implement the terms of setlements effected from 1958 and they 
have refused to pay night hait batta of 50 p. to the Checking Inspectors. 
There is provision for this in the agreemen : dated 21-10-1969 . The manage 
ment says that they have never shirked from their responsibilities from 
implementing the terms of the settlemen .. The 1969 agreement provided 
for payment of batta to drivers, conductors and cleaners at the rate of 50 p., 
per day. Prior to this se tlement it was 37 p . The Checking Inspectors being 
on a separate supervisory category this was not applicable. Since the terms 
of settlement were not applicable to them the management decided to enhance 
their daily batta from Rs. 1.95 to Rs. 2.50. They have paid the amount 
and there is no liability or capacity to pay at an enhanced rate. Ext. M74 
is the se tlement dated 24-10-1969. It is a settlement effect between this 
management and the two unions. Clause 13 provides for payment of 50 
paise as night halt batta to employees . This is payable only to persons who 
were to halt away from their home. The complaint of the union is that 
the management has not paid this to the Checking Inspec ors. The manage 
ment would contend that the settlement is not applicable to the Checking 
Inspectors. Regarding this aspect there is no oral evidence adduced by 
the Unions. The management says that since this was not applicable they 
raised the daily allowance of the Checking Inspectors from 1.95 to 2.50 to 
compensate this. This is not denied by the union. There was a clear provision 
in the settlement as per 

clause 13. The union would not have awaited 
till the reference for launching a demand to implement the terms of the 
settlement . So I find that the contention that this is payable as per the 
settlement is not correct. Moreover the management has given increase to 
compensate, hence they are not entitled to any relief. 
Medical benefits to Sri R. P. Moosa . 

82. Issue No. 8. While working as a driver he was occupying the room 
along with others in Wynad area and he sustained serious burns when a 
ligh ed stove burst in the room in which he was sleeping on 13-1-1969. He 
was not able to work from 13-1-1969 to 29-8-1969 and again he was on leave 
from 20-8-1970 to 24-11-1970 . The management paid him only Rs. 150. He 
is entitled to wages and other emoluments. According to the management 
he did not sustain any inqury due to an accident arising out of and in the 
course of employment. It has nothing to do with his employment. Out 
of benevolent attitude of the management they gave him one month s salary 
and also met his medical expenses when he was laid up. WW4 is the 
worker. He was to halt at Manantoday on 13-1-1969 . His duty was over at 
about 7.30 or 8 and he was to report again for duty at 5 O Clock in the 
next morning . The room was occupied by the conductor and cleaner also 
employed by the managernent. He was asleep and when he woke up he 
found fire spreading in the room He was in the Manantuddy hospital 
for two months, thereaf er and in the Medical College Hospital, Calicut for 
7 months. The room for night halt was arranged by the management. The 
management has not met any of the expenses though he has incurred Rs. 1700 
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towards medical expenses. Some amount was paid as advance and that was 
recovered . Exts . W4, W5 and W6 are the connected documents. W7 is the 
medical ce: tificate issued from the Manantoday Hospital. He refers to Ext. W8 
an award passed by this Tribunal. In cross - examination it is elicited that the 
accident took place at about 4.30 a.m. He has not gone to the Company 
Doctors for treatment. They had given some prescriptions. He has not 
obtained a medical certificate sta ing that he was incapacitated to attend 
duties for 7 months . He admits that he has gone to Dr. Abdulla . He has 
not tried to get compensa ion under Workmens Compensation Act. It is 
seen from Ext. W4 that the Directors meeting of the management has considered 
the said request of the driver for his salary during the pericd of his leave 
on 13-1-1969 to 29-8-1969 due to burns caused by the bursting of the stove 
at Peria. He wanted the salary during this period and also Rs. 500 for 
treatment. This pote is prepared by the office for consideration of the Board . 
It is added in the no e that they have paid an amount of Rs. 150 towards 
advance to him . Their decision was that the request canno: be complied 
with . This is seen from the copy given to the concerned worker . So this 
shows that the worker was not in a position to report for duty because of 
the serious burns suffered by him while he was at Peria . The period of his 
absence thus is from 13-1-1969 to 29-8-1969. They do not say in this that 
the management has nothing to do with the serious burns suffered by the 
worker. They have also no case that is has no connection whatsoever 
with his employment. They had not said that this is caused by the negli 
gence of the worker. This note coupled with the evidence adduced by the 
worker already shows that the room was arranged for these workers by the 
management and while he was sleeping there he suffered serious burns not 
by any reasons assignable to him . The refusal of the salary during his period 
of incapacity is not attempted to be justified by the management even in 
their Board Meeting. They said that this request cannot be coinplained with . 
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83. It is seen from Ext. W5 tha : on 31-7-1969 they had considered a 
request froin him for enhancing the advance to be paid as Rs. 200 on the 
basis of this Rs. 50 more as advance. So in all by this they have paid Rs. 150 . 
Regarding the medical expenses also he has claim . No separate bills are 
produced here. His case is that he was undergoing treatment from Govern 
ment Hospitals . If he had any special expenditure he could have proved 
it. He has not attempted to do that. It is a clear case where there is no 
Justification for not paying his salary during the period he was undergoing 
treatmen . So the management is directed to pay his salary for this period 
and they are free to deduct the amount, if any, they have paid for this 
period . This is payable for the period from 13-1-1969 to 29-8-1970 at the 
rate a : which he was paid salary in January 1969. 

84. He has further a claim for salary for the period from 20-8-1970 to 
24-11-1970. It is seen from Ext. W3 a medical certificate issued by Dr. Abdulla 
that in October, 1970 he was suffering from preliminary tuberculosis which 
has nothing to do with the severe burns suffered by him in 1969. So for 
this he is not entitled to any special relief. 


85. Issue No. 9. Velayudhan was working as Checking Inspector entitled 
to get a daily batta of Rs. 3 but this was not paid to him while he was 
working as Checking Inspector at the Corporation Bus Stand on 1-1-1970. 
WW18 is the concerned worker . He was posted as the Checking Inspector , 
bus stand with effect from 31.12-1969 and he resigned on 1-9-1970. Tiu 
then he was working . The management would con.end that this work was 
far from satisfactory and so he was uitimately posted as Checking Inspector 
Corporation Bus Stand. His nature of duties being such he was not to 
travel so he is no entitled to daily batta . The contention that the Checking 
Inspectors are entitled to get this Irrespective of the place where they are 
working is not correct . In cross- examination he admit that only running 
staff who cover the routes are entitled to get daily batta . While working 
as booking clerk he had no du y to go in buses. He was expected only to 
issue tickets to passengers from the bus stand . He cites the case of another 
person who was working in the head office usually getting his batta though he 
was only a Checking Inspector. The manager proves Ext. M77 which accord 
ing to the management showed the unsatisfactory record which forced them to 
put him in the Corporation Bus Stand as booking clerk. His own evidence that 
those who are not travelling in buses are not ents.led to batta clearly goes 
against him . So I find that he is not entitled to this. 


86 . Issue No. 10 It is stated by the union that Shri Reghevo. Menon which 
working as a driver was sent along wih KLD 253 bus when it was transferred 
to a person on 19-10-1970 . This was on deputation and when the transferree 
sold his bus to another he was sent back to the permanen : place, under the 
management, but the management did not give him any job and he remained 
unemployed . So he is entitled for reinstatement with back wages. According 
to the management he was only a casual worker when this bus was sold he 
willingly went and worked under the transferree . And la er on when the 
transferree sold the bus he left and joined another company. He was never 
deputed by anybody. He was never a permanent driver. So he has no right 
to claim reinstatement. 


87. WW6 is the concerned worker. He says that this bus was sold to one 
of the shareholders of the company and the manager asked him to go and 
work in the bus. He worked there from 16-10-1970 to October, 1971 and then 
the shareholder asked him to go back to the company. Whea he reported for 
duty before the manager he was told that work can be given only if and when 
available. He was not a casual employee. He was working from 8-3-1975 
till October, 1971. There was no break in service . Even when the shareholder 
was running the bus he used to sign the register of the company and got the 
payment. In the bus he was selling tickets of the company. He is now 
casually employed. In cross- examination he says that he does not know 
whether this bus has been sold . Nothing was given in wriing to show that 
he was deputed. Pay from October, 1971 was paid by the company casually . 
MW2 says that he purchased this bus KLD 253 towards the end of 1971. He is 
also a shareholder of the company. He found it incurring loss and sold it to 
one Ramdasan. Permit was transferred subsequently and after running it for 
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two months he sold it as scrap . He says that he did not take driver Shri Raghava 
Menon on deputation. Raghava Menon said that he is a casual employee and 
that if he is employed permanently he will come and work. Accordingly he 
was taken . When the bus was sold by him Shri Raghava Menon asked him 
to recommend to the company to take him there. He gave a letter Ext. M18 . 
He also said that while he was an employee under him had paid wages. In 
cross he says that he sold it for Rs. 5000. He incorporated a note of his own 
in Ext. M18 after reading it. Even according to his own evidence he worked 
under this management from 9-3-1970. As per Ext. M18 , he was there only 
till October, 1970. So by this he has not completed 240 days and no appoint 
ment order has been issued to him . He was only a casual employee. The 
crucial question is whether he went on deputation as per the direction issued by 
the management. 

If he had been a permanent employee deputed to work, 
definitely from October , 1971 he could have claimed reinstatement as a 
matter of right. There is nothing to show that Shri Atmajan was working this 
bus for and on behalf of the management. It is also not proved that he had 
been working on deputation . So the case that he was a casual employee 
who went and joined the new purchaser is accep.ed and he is not entitled to 
any relief 

I pass this award as stated above. 


R. K. VENU NAYAR , 
Industrial Tribunal, Calicut. 


APPENDLX 


1. Witnesses examined on behalf of the union : 


WW1. 
WW2 
WW3. 
WW4. 
WW5. 
WW6. 
WW7. 
WW8. 
WW9. 
WW10 
WW11. 
WW12 . 
WW13 . 
WW14 . 
WW15 . 
WW16 . 
WW17. 


P. V. Chandran . 
C. Sreenivasan . 
Ratnakaran . 
K. P. Moosa . 
P. Kumaran . 
P. R. Menon . 
Rajan . 
C. P. Madhavan . 
T. Govindankutty Nair . 
Swamikutty . 
P. Sivanandan . 
K. Gopi. 
P. C. Joy. 
M. K. Chandran . 
N. Boran . 
K. Balan . 
Balakrishnan Nalr . 
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WW18 . E. M. Velayudhan . 
WW19 . T. Saidali 
WW20 . C. M. Kunhiraman Nalr. 
WW21. P. C. Damodaran . 
WW22. K. Velayudhan . 

WW23. N. Dasan . 
2. Witnesses examined on behalf of the management. 

MIW1. P. C. Padmanabhan Nair . 
WW2. M. Atmajan. 
MW3. C. Balakrishnan . 
MW4. K. M. Balakurup . 
MW5. C. P. Padmanabha Menon . 
MW6. M. Raghavan . 
MW7. P. Janardhanan Achari. 
MW8. M. V. Mathal. 
MW9. K. K. Sreedharan Nambiar. 


3. Documents marked on behalf of the union. 

Ext. W1. Copy of Memo lated 14-9-1968 issued to P. V. Chardraul 
Ext. W2. Copy of le.ter dated 17-4-1971 from Shri C. Sreenivasan, 

Checking Inspector to the management. 
Ext. W3 Copy of Medical Certificate dated 21-10-1970 issued to 

Shri Mossa. 
Ext. W4. Copy of the order dated 31-10-1969 of the Manager, grantiag 

an advance to Moosa . 
Ext. 15. Copy of the order dated 31-7-1969.. 

.do . 
Ext. 16. Copy of the order dated 31-5-1969 

do . 
Ext. W7. Copy of Admission and discharge certificate dated 15-3-1969 

regarding Shri K. P. Moosa . 
Ext. W8 Award of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut in L. D. 8; 65 . 
Ext. W9 ( 1) Order of the Manager sanctioning an advance to San 

K. P. Moosa . 
W9 (2to 4 ) Suspension orders issued to Shri KP Moosa and 

V. Velayudhan . 
W9 (5 to 13 ) Submissions from Sri K.P. Moosa to the Managemen :. 
Ext. W10 Memo dated 20-12-1969 issued to Shri P. Kumaran 
Ext. W11 Series — Copy of memos issued to Shri T. K. Rajan and his 

explanations. 
Ext. W12 Memo dated 2-4.71 Issued to Shri T. K. Rajan removing his 

name from the roll. 
Ext. W13 Explanation dated 19-4-1971 of Shri T. K. Rajan. 
Ext. W14 Memo dated 16-11-1970 issued to T. Govinda kutty Nair 

referring leave. 
Ext. W15 Copy of Resignation letter dated 25-9-1971 from C.P. 

Madhavan to the Management. 
Ext. W16 Letter dated 28-9-1971 from Shrt C.P. Madhavan, Driver to 

the secretary of the union . 
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Ext . W17 Memo dated 22-4-1971 issued to Shri C.P. Madhavan , Driver. 
Ext. W18 Letter dated 19-4-1971 from Sri C. P. Madhavan , Driver. 
IDxt. W19 Certified copy Judgement in C. C. No. 103772 of the 

Sub -Magistrate Court, Calicut. 
Ext. W20 Letter from T. Govindankutsy Nair to the Management. 
Ext. W21 Copy or order dated 30-7-1970 of the Manager making Shr! 

U.M. Samikutty permanent. 
Ext. W22 Memorandum of settlement dated 20-12-1958. 
Ext. W23 Memorandum of settlement dated 11-2-1965 . 
Ext. W24 Memorandum of settlement arrived at on 23-11-1965 . 
Ext. W25 Memorandum of se tlement dated 6-11-1966 . 
Ext. W26 Memorandum of settlement dated 28-11-68 . 
Ext. W27 

do 

8-9-1968. 
Ext. W28 Gazette copy of the Kerala Motor Transport payment of Fair 

Wages Act, 1971. 
Ext W30 Copy of letter dated 27-7-1971 from the union to the manage 

ment. 
Ext. W31 Copy of reply dated 5-8-1971 from the management to the 

above letter. 
Dxt. W32 Memorandum of settlement date 5-6-1971. 
Ext. W33 Copy of letter dated 24-10-1970 from the union to themanage 

ment. 
Ext. W34 Copy of letter dated 28-10-1970 from the Manager to the union . 
Ext. W35 Copy of letter dated 2-11-1970 from the Management to the 

union . 
Ext. W36 Copy of Malayala Manorama Daily dated 14-5-1971. 
Ext. W37 Copy of O. S. No. 54171 filed before the Munsiff II of 

Kozhikode. 
Ext. W38 Let: er dated 14-5-1971 from the union to the Deputy Labour 

Commissioner, Kozhikode. 
Ext. W38 (a ) Written statement filed before the Munsiff, Kozhikode in 

O. S. No. 541171. 
Ext. W39 Revised seniority list dated 15-1-1972 . 
W39 ( b ) Counter statement filed by CWMS before the Munsiff, 

Kozhikode in I. A. 2541,71 in O. S. 54171. 
Ext. W40 Copy of letter dated 1-3-1972 addressed to the Deputy Labour 

Commissioner, Kozhikode. 
Ext. W41 List of employees to be retrenched . 
Ext. W42 series - Memos csued to Shri M. Ratnakaran , Checking 

Inspector and his explanation regarding the charge framed 
against him . 


Ext. W44 series 
( 1 ) & ( 2 ) 

Memos dated 30-6-1969 and 24-8-1970 issued to Shri M. Balan . 
( 3 ) & ( 4 ) Memo dated 1-2-1971 issued to M. Balan and his explanation . 
Ext. W45 series - Memo issued to Shri M. Appu and his explanation 
( 5 in No.) regarding the charge framed against him , 
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Ext. W48 series 
(5 in No.) I. order dated 18-2-1971 of the Manager. 

II. Letter dated 9-2-1971 from an advocałe to P.K. Kunhall. 
III & IV Medical certificates . 

V. Submission of P. K. Kunhall regarding the accident. 
Ext. W47 series 
( 2 in No. ) Memo dated 25-8-1964 issued to Shri K. Perachan and his 

replies . 
Ext. W48 series 
(4 in No.) Memos issued to Shri P. Narayanan Nair, Driver and his 

replies. 
Ext. W49 series 
( 3 in No.) Memos issued to Shri P. E. Sanathanan , Driver and his reply . 
Ext. W50 series 
( 2 in No. ) Letter dated 22-9-1970 to the management signed by 208 

employees and the reply . 
Ext. W51 Copy of letter dated 17-5-1973 from the union to the Deputy 

Labour Commissioner, Kozhikode. 
Ext. W52 Charter of demands dated 24-9-1970 of the union placed before 

the management. 
Ext. W53 series 
( 2 in No.) Copy of conciliation conference notices from the Deputy 

Labour Commissioner , Kozhikode. 
Ext. W54 Copy of notice dated 22-12-1971 from the District Labour 

Officer , Kozhikode to the union . 
Ext. W55 Copy of retrenchment notice dated 1-9-1972 issued to 

Shri c . Sreenivasan , Checking Inspector . 
Ext. W56 series 
( 3 in No.) Copy of appointment crder of Shri C. Mohamed Kuity dated 

13-2-1972 
Ext. W57 Copy of letter dated 24-9-1971 from the union to the Deputy 

Labour Commissioner, Kozhikode. 
Ext. W58 series 
( 9 in No.) Copies of letters from the union to the R.T. O. and true 

extract of the proceeding of the T.T. A. meeting. 
Ext. W59 series 
( 2 in No.) Copy of letter dated C-5-1971 from the management to the 

Union . 
Ext. W60 Conciliation conference notice of the Deputy Labour Commis 

sioner, Kozhikode dated 20-3-1971. 
Ext. W61 Copy of letter dated 15-2-1971 from union to the Management. 
Ext. W62 Copy of let : er dated 15-6-1970 from the union to the District 

Labour Officer, Kozhikode. 
Ext. W63 Copy of letter dated 29-5-70 from the union to the manage 

ment. 
Ext. W64 Copy of letter dated 27-4-70 from the management addressed 

to the District Labour Officer, Kozhikode 
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Ext. W65 series 
( 2 in No.) Copy of letters from the union to the management. 
Ext. W66 series 
( 2 in No.) Copy of letters from the union to the District Labour Officer, 

Kozhikode. 
Ext. W67 series 
(3 in No.) Copying of memos issued to Shri C. Muhammedkutty, 

P. Krishnan Nair and Ebnazu Chittayagam . 
Ext. W68 Memo dated 29-10-1971 issued to Shri N. Madhavan . 
Ext. W69 Letter dated 24-12-1971 from the Management to the union . 
Ext. W70 Notice of strike dated 22-2-1972 . 
Ext. W71 Copy of letter dated 13-3-1972 from the District Labour 

Officer , Kozhikode. 
Ext. 72 series 
( 2 in No.) Copy of letter dated 16-8-1974 and 15-10-1974 from the Asst. 

Labour Officer, Grade I to the Union . 
Ext. W73 Letter dated 26-9-1975 from N. Dasan to the Management. 
Ext. W74 Letter dated 29-9-1975 from P.C. Damodaran to the Manage 

ment. 
Ext. W75 Leter dated 13-9-75 from K. Velayudhan to the Manage 

ment. 
Ext W76 Letter dated 25-7-1975 signed by 12 employees to the Union . 
Ext. W77 Proceedings of the conference held by the Deputy Labour 

Commissioner , Kozhikode on 6-6-1977. 
Documents marked on behalf of the management. 
Ext. M1 Leave application dated 20-1-1971 of T.K. Rajan . 
Ext. M2 

Do. 23-1-1971 

do . 
Ext. M3 

Do. 25-1-1971 

do . 
Ext. M4 

Do. 27-1-1971 

do. 
Ext. M5 Letter dated 19-4-1971 from T.K. Rajan to Management. 
Ext. MG Certificate of Fitness dated 18-4-1971 in respect of T.K. Rajan . 
Ex . M7 Memo dated 2-4-1971 issued to T.K. Rajan removing his name 

from the rolls . 
Ext. M8 Resigna ion letter dated 20-9-71 from Shri C. P. Madhavan 

to the Management. 
Ext. M9 Muster Roll of permanent conductors for January 1969 to 

July 1972. 
Ext M10 

Acquittance roll for April, 1970 to February 1971. 
Ext. M11 Notice of retrenchment dated 18-2-1972 issued to U.M. 

Samikut y . 
Ext. M12 Letter dated 14-6-1972 from Shri U.M. Samikutty to the 

Management. 
Ext. M13 Letter dated 16-6-1972 from Shri P. Siva uandan to the 

Management. 
Ext. M14 Noice of retrenchment dated 18-2-1972 issued to Shri P. 

Sivanandan . 


4 . 
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Ext. M15 Letter dated 31-12-71 from the union to the Management. 
Ext. M16 series 
( 2 in No.) (i) Reply from Management dated 1-1.72. 

(ii) Revised seniority list dated 15.1-72 . 
Ext. M17 Letter dated 10-7-70 from Driver P. Narayanan to the 

Management. 
Ext. M18 Letter dated 16-11-72 from Shri P. Raghava Menon to the 

Management. 
Ext. M19 Memo dated 16-4-71 issued to Shri C. Sreenivasan, Checking 

Inspector. 
Ext. M20 Explanation of Shri C. Sreenivasan to the above Memo. 
Ext. M21 series — Proceedings of the enquiry held against Shri C. Sree 

nivasan . 
Ext. M22 Findings of the Enquiry Officer. 
Ext. M23 Suspension order dated 26-8-71 issued to Shri C. Sreenivasan . 
Ext. M24 Memo dated 12-2-71 issued to Shri U.K. Gopi Nair , Conductor. 
Ext. M25 Explanation dated 17-2-71 of Shri U. K. Gopi Nair . 
Ext. M26 series- Proceedings of the enquiry held against Shri U.K.Gopi 

Nair . 
Ext. M27 Findings of the Enquiry Officer . 
Ext. M28 Suspension order dated 28-9-71 issued to Shri U. K. Gopi 

Nair . 
Ext. M29 Memo dated 24-7.71 issued to Shri M. Ratnakaran , Checking 

Inspector. 
Ext. M30 Explanation dated 27-7-71 of Shri M. Ratnakaran . 
Ext. M31 series — Proceedings of the enquiry held against Shri M. Ratna 

karan, 
Ext. M32 Findings of the Enquiry Officer . 
Ext. M33 Suspension order dated 28-9-71 issued to Shri M. Ratnakaran. 
Ext. M34 Memo dated 19-4.71 issued Shri N. K. Kanaran , Conductor. 
Ext. M35 Explanation dated 1-5.71 from Shri N. K. Kanaran . 
Ext. M36 Proceedings of the enquiry. 
Ext. M37 Findings of the Enquiry Officer . 
Ext. M38 Suspension order dated 26-8-71 issued to Shri N. K. Kanaran. 
Ext. M39 Memo dated 3-8.71 issued to Shri K. P. Moosa, Driver. 
Ext. M40 Explanation dated 5-8.71 of Shri K. P. Moosa . 
Ext. M41 series — Proceedings of the enquiry held against Shri K. P. Moosa . 
Ext. M42 Findings of the Enquiry Officer. 
Ext. M43 Suspension order dated 26-8-71 issued to Shri K. P. Moosa. 
Ext. M44 Memo dated 30.4-71 issued to Shri K. P. Moosa . 
Ext. M45 Explanation dated 5-5-71 of Shri K. P , Moosa. 
Ext. M46 series — Proceedings of the enquiry held against Shri K. P. Moosa . 
Ext. M47 Findings of the Enquiry Officer . 
Ext. M48 Suspension order dated 26-8-71 issued to Shri K. P. Moosa . 
Ext. M49 Balance sheet and Profit & Loss Account for the year ended 

31st March 1968 . 
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Ext. M50 Balance sheet and Profit and Loss Account 

for the year 
ended 31st March , 1969. 
Ext. M51 Balance sheet and Profit and Loss Account for the year 

ended 31st March 1970 . 
Ext. M52 Balance sheet and Profit and Loss Account for the year 

ended 31st March , 1971. 
Ext. M53 Balance sheet and Profit and Loss Account for the year ended 

31st March 1972 . 
Ext. M54 Certificate of the Chartered Accountant showing the profit 
earned or loss incurred by the company 

for the years 
1963.64 to 74-75 . 
Ext. M55 . Copy of proceedings of the extraordinary General held on 

15-3-71. 
Ext. M56 series 
( 3 in No.) Copies of the proceedings of the meeting of the R. T. A. 

held on 31-7-71. 
Ext. M58 Memorandum of settlement dated 22-6-71. 
Ext. M59 List of workmen arranged according to seniority dated 

22-12-71. 
Ext. M60 series 
( 4 in No.) Memoes dated 23-3-72 issued to 4 employees. 
Ext. M61 List of retrenched employees. 
Ext. M62 series 
(34 in No.) Retrenchment Notices issued to 34 employees. 
Ext. M63 series 
(57 in No.) Request for retrenchment compensation from 24 employees 

and the receipts issued by them for compensation received . 
Ert. M64 M.O. Coupon returned in period . 
Ext. M65 

do. 
Ext. M66 Form P. Notice of retrenchment dated 18-2-72. 
Ext. M67 Statement showing details of Buses with Statistics. 
Ext. M68 Balance sheet and Profit and Loss Account for the year 

ended 31st March , 1973 . 
Ext. M69 Balance sheet and Profit and Loss Account for the year 

ended 31st March , 1974. 
Ext. M70 Statement showing Buses sold in 1970-71 and 71-72. 
Ext. M71 Certified standing orders of the company . 
Ext. M72 Acquittance Roll for the month of January, 72. 
Ext. M73 Scheme for the payment of Gratuity to workers in the 

Motor Transport Industry in the State. 
Ext. M74 Settlement dated 21-10-69 between the parties . 
Ext. M75 Letter dated 3-7-72 from Shri P. K. Kunjali to the manage . 

ment, 
Ext. M76 Memo dated 16-11-70 Issued to Shri T. Govindankutty Nair 

referring the leave. 
Ext. M77 Progress Report in respect of Shri P. M. Velayudhan . 
Ext. M78 Appointment order of Shri P. Raghava Menon dated 9-3-70. 
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Ext. M79 Register of casual drivers from August 69 to February 1972 
Ext. M80 Certified copy of the judgement in O. S. No. 54171. 
Ex M81 List of retrenched employees re- employed - category-wise 
Ext. M82 Copy of letter dated 30-6-75 from the Management to the 

R. T. Officer , Kozhikode to cancel the permit. 
Ext. M82 ( a ) Original of Ext. ME2. 
Ext. M83 Original of Ext. M82 dated 18.6-75 from the Management to 

the Secretary, R.T.A. surrendering the permit. 
Ext. M84 Original of Ext. M82 dated 18-6-75 from the Management 

to the Secretary, R.T.A. surrendering the perinit. 
Ext. M85 Letter dated 31-10-74 from the Management to the RT. 

Officer , Cannanore. 
Ext. MS6 Copy of letter dated 18-6.75 from the Management to the 

Secretary, R. T. A., Cannanore . 
Ext. M87 

Do. 


Ext. M87 ( a ) Original of Ext. M87 with endt. of R. T. O., Kozhikode. 
Ext. M88 Letter dated 14.3-75 from the Management to the R. T. 

Officer, Kozhikode. 
Ext. M89 series 
( 7 in No.) Seniority list of workmen dated 12-7-75. 
Ext. M90 List of retrenched workers . 

3 
Ext. M91 series 
(24 in No. ) Retrenchment Notices dated 23-7-75 Issued to 24 employees 
Ext. M92 Undelivered Regd. Post cover addressed to Shri K. Valayu 

dhan . 
Ext. M93 Retrenchment Notice dated 23-7.75 issued to Shri E. Valayu . 

chan 
Ext. M94 series 
(46 in No.) Receipts for compensation received given by 23 employees 
Ext. M95 series 
( 4 in No.) 4 Money Order receipts. 
Ext. M96 series 
( 4 in No.) Postal Acknowledgement of money orders. 
Ext. M97 Form P Notice of Retrenchment dated 25-7.75. 
Ext. M98 series 
(6 in No.) Postal Receipts for registered post and acknowledgements 
Ext. M98 ( a ) Letter dated 25-8-75 from the Management to the District 

Labour Oficer, Kozhikode. 
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Ext. M99 Government of Kerala Notification (Form A ) dated 14-5-74 . 
Ext. M100 Copy of letter No. dated 15-6-76 from the Spl. Secretary, 

to Government, P.W. ( Transport B ) Department to the 

Management. 
Ext. M101 Memo dated 5-9-75 from the Secretary, R.T. A., Cannanore 

to the Management. 
Ext. M102 Memo dated 20.9-75 from the R. T. Oficer, Cannanore to the 

Management. 
Ext. M103 Proceedings of the meeting of the R. T. A., Cannanore held 

on 21-3-70. 
Ext. M14 Fermit file in the Offiffice of R. T. A., Cannanore in respect of 

KLD 6763 
Ext. M105 Permit file in the Office of R. T. A., Cannanore in respect of 

KLD 5302 . 
Ext. M106 Register showing daily collection and remittance for the period 

from 26-8-68 to 30-9-69. 
Ext. M107 Register showing daily collection and remittance for the 

period from 1-10.69 to 7-11.70 . 
Ext. M108 Register showing dally collection and remittance for the period 

from 8.11-70 to 4-2-72. 
Ext. M109 Register showing daily collection and remittance for the 

period from 8-2-72 to 14.3-73. 
Ext. M110 Register showing daily collection and remittance for the 

period from 15-3-73 to 31-3-74 . 
Ext. M111 Bus collection statement for November 1969 to September 

1970 . 
Ext. M112 Balance sheet and Profit and Loss Account for the year ended 

31st March , 1975 . 
-Ext. M113 Balance sheet and Profit and Loss : Account for the year 

ended 31st March , 1976. 
Ext. M114 series 
( 3 in No.) Copy of suspension order dated 20.8-75 issued to 3 employees. 
Ext. M115 Appointment order of A. Chandra Sekharan Nair, as Chief 

Checking Inspector. 
Ext. M116 Appointment order of M. P. Balan Nair, as Chief Checking 

Inspector. 
: Ext. M117. Letter dated 10-2.77 from the Management to Shri A , Chandra 

sekharan Nair cancelling his appointment, 
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Ext. M118 Letter dated 10-2-77 from the Management to Shri M. Balan 

Nair cancelling the appointment. 
Ext. M119 Certificate dated 9-2-77 issued by the R. T. Officer, Kozhikode. 
Ext. M120 Proceedings of the decision of the R. T. A. Cannanore held 

on 24.1-1977. 
Ext. M121 Letter dated 31-12-71 from the union to the Management. 
Ext. M122 Letter dated 1.1-71 from the Management to the union . 
Ext. M123 series 
( 3 in No.) Temporary permits in respect of KLD 6457, KLD 9353 and 

KLZ 451. 
Ext. M124 Proceedings of the All Kerala Private Motor Transport Owner s 

Federation on 14-3-1970 . 
Ext . M125 Attendance Register maintained in the Chundale Office for 

June, 65 to March , 73 . 
Ext. M126 Attendance Register of workers at Wynad area for April, 

73 to November "76 . 
Ext. M127 Certified copy of C. M.P. 393971 in O.P. No. 1138|71 filed 

by the Management before the High Court. 
Ext. M128 Certified copy of Judgment in O.P. No. 1138 |71. 
Documents marked by the court: 

Ext. Ci Proceedings of the Director Board meeting held on 18-6-75 . 
Ext. C2 

do. 

27-6.75 . 
Ext. C3 

do . 

10-10.75 . 
Ext. C4 

do . 

28-11.75 . 
Ext. 05 series 


( 3 in No.) Agreements regarding the sale of buises. 
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Section ini 


കരള സർക്കാർ 


നിയമ ( ലെജ°.സി) വകുപ്പ് 


വിജ്ഞാപനം 


നമ്പർ 15012- ലെജ°.സി-2 |78 | ലാ , തിരുവനന്തപുരം, 1978 സെപ്ററംബർ 30/ 

: 1900 ആശ്വിനം 8. 
1978 സെപ്ററംബർ 30 -ാം തീയതി ഗ 1 ർണ്ണർ വിളംബരപ്പെടുത്തിയ താഴെ 
പറയുന്ന ഓർ ഡിനൻസ്, പൊതുജനങ്ങളുടെ 

അറിവിനായി ഇതിനാൽ 
പസി °ധപ്പെടുത്തുന്നു . 


ഗവർണ്ണരുടെഉത്തരവുപകാരം, 

കെ , വിശ്വനാഥൻ നായർ, 
നിയമവകുപ്പു സെക്രട്ടറി. 


1978 - ലെ 20 -ാം നമ്പർ ഓർഡിനൻസ 


തിരൂർ മുനിസിപ്പൽ കൗൺസിൽ (കൗൺസിലർമാരുടെഉദ്യാഗ 

കാലാവധി ദീർഘിപ്പിക്കൽ) ഓർഡിനാൻസ്, 1978 


ഇൻഡ്യൻ റിപ്പബ്ലിക്കിന്റെ ഇരുപത്തൊൻപതാം സംവൽസരത്തിൽ കേരള 
ഗവർണ്ണർ വിളംബരപ്പെടുത്തിയത്. 
തിരൂർ മുനിസിപ്പാലിററിയിലെ കൗൺസിലർമാരുടെ ഉദ്യോഗ 
കാലാവധി വീണ്ടും ദീർഘിപ്പിക്കുന്നതിനു വ്യവസ്ഥ 

ചെയ്യുന്നതിനുളള 

ഒരു 
ഓർഡിനൻസ 


പീഠിക , -1960- ലെ കേരളമുനിസിപ്പാലിറ്റികൾ ആക്ററ് (1961 - ലെ 14 ) 
8 -ാം വകുപ്പ് (1) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പിലെ ക്ലിപ്ത നിബന്ധനവഴി നൽകപ്പെട്ട 
അ വികാരങ്ങൾ വിനിയോഗിച്ച് സർക്കാർ 1978 മാർച്ചു 29 -ാം തീയ ത യ 
22-ാം ന 1 ർ കേരള അ സാധാര ണ ഗ വററിൽ എസ്. ആർ ഓ 271/78 
നമ്പരായി (പസിദ °ധപ്പെടുത്ത യ 

1978 മാർച്ച് 29 -ാം തീയതിയിലെ ജ !. ഓ . 
എം . എസ്. 65| 78 |എൽ, എ . ആൻറ് എസ്, 1 ജ യു ഡി , നമ്പർ വ ജ ° ഞാ 
പനവും 1978ജൂലൈ 29 -ാം തീയതിയിലെ 496-ാം നമ്പർ കേരള അസാധാരണ 
ഗസററിൽ എസ്, ആർ ഓ . 759/ 78 -ാം നമ്പരായി ( പ്രസിദ്ധപ്പെടുത്തിയ 
G. 2182 
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കാല 


1978 ജൂലൈ 28 -ാം തീയതിയിലെ ജി . ഓ , എം . എസ്. 192 /78/ എൽ, എ . 
അ ൻ ” എസ്. ഡബ്ലിയൂ . ഡി , ന സർ വിജ്ഞാപനവും വഴി, തിരൂർ മുനി 
സിപ്പാലിററിയിലെ ക : ൺസിലർമാരുടെ ഉദ്യോഗകാലാവധി 1978 പിൽ 
1 -ാം തീയതി മുത ൽ ആകെ ആറുമാസക്കാലത്തേക്ക് ദീർഘിപ്പിച്ചതിനാലും ; 
( പസ്തുത ക്ലിപ്ത നിബന° ധനയിൻ കീഴിൽ 

ഒരു മുനിസിപ്പ് ലിററി 
യി ലെ കൗൺസിലർമാരുടെഉദ്യോഗകാലാവധി ദീർഘിപ്പിക്കാവുന്ന പരമാവധി 

ആറുമാസമാ യതുകൊണ്ടും പ്രസ്തുത ക്ലിപ്ത നിബന്ധനമൂലം 
നൽകപ്പെട്ട അധികാരങ്ങൾ വിനിയോഗിച്ച് വീണ്ടുമുളള 

6ീർഘിപ്പിക്കൽ 
സ .ദ്ധ്യമല്ലാത്തതിനാലും ; 

പുതുതായി തിരഞ്ഞെടുക്കപ്പെടുന്ന കൗൺസിലർമാർക്ക് 1978 ഡിസംബർ 
1.9ം തീയതി ഉദ്യോഗത്തിൽ പ്രവേശിക്കത്തക്ക വിധം 1978 നവംബർ 

മാസ് 
ത്തിൽ സംസ ഥാനത്തെഎല്ലാമുനിസിപ്പാലിററികളിലേയും ( തിരൂർ മുനിസി 
പ്പാലിററി ഉൾപ്പെടുന്നു ) കൗൺസിലർമാരുടെ 

തിരഞ്ഞെടുപ്പു നടത്തുന്ന 
തിനു ഉദ ° ലേശിക്കുന്നതിനാലും ; 

1978 ഡിസംബർ 1 -ാം തീയ തി വരെ തീരുർ മുനിസിപ്പാലിററിയിലെ 
കൗൺസിലർമാരുടെഉദ്യോഗകാലാവധി വീണ്ടും നീട്ടേണ്ടത് ആവശ്യമാണെന്നു 
കരുതുന്നതിനാലും ; 

സംസ്ഥാന നിയമസഭ സമ്മേളനത്തിലല്ലാത്തതിനാലും താൻ സത്വര 
നടപടി എടുക്കേണ്ട സാഹചര്യങ്ങൾ നിലവിലുണ്ടെന്ന് കേരള ഗവർണ്ണർക്ക് 
ബോദ്ധ്യം വന്നിരിക്കുന്നതിനാലും ; 

ഇപ്പോൾ , അതിനാൽ, ഇൻഡ്യൻ ഭരണഘടന 213-ാം അനുച്ഛേദം 
(1 ) -ാം ഖൺഡിപകാരം നൽകപ്പെട്ട അധികാരങ്ങ ൾ വിനിയോഗിച്ച്, കരള 
ഗപർണ്ണർ താഴെ പറയുന്ന ഓർഡിനൻസ് വിളംബരപ്പെടുത്തുന്നു : 
1. ചുരുക്കപ്പേരും ( പാരംഭവും , -- (1 ) ഈ ഓർഡിനൻസിന 

തിരൂർ 
മുനിസിപ്പാ കൗൺസിൽ (കൗൺസിലർമാരുടെഉദ്യോഗ കാലാവധി ദീർഘി 
പ്പിക്കൽ) ഓർഡിനൻസ്, 1978 

എന്ന് പേർപറയാം 
( 2) ഇത് ഉടനെ പ്രാബല്യത്തിൽ വരുന്നതാണ്. 
2. മുനിസിപ്പൽ കൗൺസിലർമാരുടെ ഉദ്യോഗകാലാവധി ദീർഘി 
പ്പിക്കൽ. - 1960 - ലെ കേരള മുനിസിപ്പാലിറ്റികൾ ആക്ററ് (1961- ലെ 14)-ൽ 
എന്നു തന്നെ അടങ്ങിയിരുന്നാലും, 

പസ"തുത ആക്ററുപകാരം രൂപീകരിക്കപ്പെട്ടതും 1978 സെപ്ററംബർ 
30.0ം തീയതി അവസാനിക്കുന്നതുമായ തിരൂർ മുനിസിപ്പാലിററിയിലെ 
കം ൺസിലർമാരുടെഉദ്യോഗകാലാവധി 1978 ഡിസംബർ 1 -ാം തീയതിവരെ 
ഉണ്ടായിരിക്കുന്നതാണ് . 

ജ്യോതിവെങ്കിടചെല്ലം, 


ഗ വർ ണ്ണർ. 


( ശരിതനർജ nib) 

എ . പി . പെരുമാൾ , 
അഡീഷണൽ ഡ lec ൻസ്ലേററർ. 
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PART I 


Section iii 


കേരള സർക്കാർ 


നിയമ ( ലെ , എ ) വകുപ്പ് 


വി °ാപനം 


നമ്പർ 17446/ ലെ ” . ( എ ) 2/ 78- ലാ . തിരുവനന്തപുരം, 1978 നവംബർ 17/ 

1900 കാർത്തിക 26 . 
1978 നവംബർ 16 -ാം തീയതി ഗവർണ്ണർ വിളംബരപ്പെടുത്തിയ താഴെ 
പ്പറയുന്ന ഓർഡിനൻസ് പൊതുജനങ്ങളുടെ അറിവിനായി ഇതിനാൽ പ്രസിദധ 
പ്പെടുത്തുന്നു . 


ഗവർണ്ണറുടെഉത്തരവു പ്രകാരം, 

കെ , വിശ്വനാഥൻ നായർ , 
നിയമവകുപ്പു സെകട്ടറി . 


1978 - ലെ 28 -ാം നമ്പർ ഓർഡിനൻസ 


കേരള കണ്ടിജൻസി ഫണ്ട് (രണ്ടാം ഭേദഗതി) ഓർഡിനൻസ്, 1978 


ഇൻഡ്യൻ റിപ്പബ്ലിക്കിന്റെ ഇരുപത്തൊൻപതാം സംവൽസരത്തിൽ കരള 
ഗവർണ്ണർ വിളംബരപ്പെടുത്തിയത്. 

1957- ലെ കേരള കണ്ടിൻജൻസി ഫണ്ട്ആക്ററ് വീണ്ടും ഭേദഗതി ചെയ്യുന്ന 
തിനുളള ഒരു ഓർഡിനൻസ്. 

പീഠിക ,-കേരള സംസ്ഥാന നിയമസഭ സമ്മേളനത്തിലല്ലാത്തതിനാലും 
താൻ സത്വര നടപടി എടുക്കേണ്ട സാഹചര്യങ്ങൾ നിലവിലുണ്ടെന്ന് കരള 
ഗവർണ്ണർക്ക് ബോദ്ധ്യം വന്നിരിക്കുന്നതിനാലും ; 

ഇപ്പോൾ , അതിനാൽ, ഇൻഡ്യൻ ഭരണഘടന 213 -ാം അനുച്ഛേദം (1) -ാം 
ഖണ്ഡംമൂലം നൽകപ്പെട്ട അധികാരങ്ങൾ വിനിയോഗിച്ച് കേരള 

ഗവർണ്ണർ 
താഴെപ്പറയുന്ന ഓർഡിനൻസ് വിളംബരപ്പെടുത്തുന്നു : 

1. ചുരുക്കപ്പേരും ആരംഭവും. - (1) ഈ ഓർഡിനൻസിന് കരള 
കണ്ടിൻജൻസി ഫണ്ട്(രണ്ടാം ഭേദഗതി) ഓർഡിനൻസ് 1978 എന്നുപേർ പറയാം. 

(2 ) ഇത് ഉടനെ പ്രാബല്യത്തിൽ വരുന്നതാണ്, 
G. 2181 
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2 . 1957 - ലെ 6 -ാംആക്ററ്, താൽക്കാലികമായി ദഗതി ചെയ്യേണ്ടത് 
ണെന്ന്. ഈ 

ഓർഡിനൻസ് ( പാബല്യത്തിലിരിക്കുന്ന കാലയളവിൽ, 
1957- ലെ കേരള കണ്ടിൻജൻസിഫണ്ടും ആക്ററിന്, (1957 - ലെ 6 ) ( ഇതിനു 
ശേഷം പ്രധാന ആക്ററ് എന്നാണ് പരാമർശിക്കപ്പെടുന്നത്) 3 -ാം വകുപ്പ് ൽ 
(പത്യേകം പറഞ്ഞിരിക്കുന്ന ദഗതിക്ക് വിധയമായി ( പാബല്യമുണ്ടാ 
യിരിക്കുന്നതാണ്. 
3. 2 -ാം വകുപ്പിന്റെ ഭേദഗതി. - പ്രധാന ആക്റ് 2 -ാം 

വകുപ്പ് 
(1) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പിൽ അഞ്ചു ലക്ഷംരൂപ ” എന്ന വാക്കുകൾക്കു പകരം 
“എണ്ണൂറുലക്ഷം രൂപ ” എന്ന വാക്കുകൾ ചേർക്കേണ്ടതാണ്. 

ജ്യാതി വെങ്കടല്ലം, 

ഗവർണ്ണർ. 
ശരിഅർജമ) 

എ . പി , പെരുമാൾ , 
അഡീഷണൽ ഹഡം ടാൻസലേററർ, 
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Section ili 


കരള സർക്കാർ 


നിയമ ( ലെജ്.സി) വകുപ്പ് 


വിജ്ഞാപനം 


നമ്പർ 16716-5 - ലെജസി 2 /78 ലാ . തിരുവനന്തപുരം, 1978 ഒക്ടോബർ 31/ 

1900 കാർത്തിക 9 . 
1978 ഒക്ടോബർ 31 -ാം തീയതി ഗവർണ്ണ വിളംബാപ്പെടുത്തിഈ താ 
പ്പറയുന്ന ഓർഡിനൻസ് പൊതുജനങ്ങളുടെഅറിവിനായി ഇതിനാൽ പ്രസിദധ 
പ്പെടുത്തുന്നു . 


ഗവർണ്ണറുടെഉത്തരവു പ്രകാരം, 

കെ , വിശ്വനാഥൻ നായർ, 
നിയ മ വകുപ്പ് സികട്ടറി, 


1978- ലെ 25 -ാം നമ്പർ ഓർഡിനൻസ 
കേരള മുനിസിപ്പാലിററികൾ (രണ്ടാം ഭേദഗതി) ഓർഡിനൻസ്, 1978 
ഇൻഡ്യൻ റിപ്പബ്ലിക്കിന്റെ ഇരുപത്തൊൻപതാം സംവൽസരത്തിൽ 

കേരള ഗവർണ്ണർ വിളം ബരപ്പെടുത്തിയത് 
1960 - ലെ കരള മുനിസിപ്പാലിററികൾ ആക്ററ് വീണ്ടും ഭേദഗതി 
ചെയ്യുന്നതിനുളള ഒരു ഓർഡിനൻസ്. 

പീഠിക ,-കേരള സംസ്ഥാന നിയമസഭ സമ്മേ ളനത്തിൽ അ ല്ലാതിരിക്കു 
കയും താൻ സത്വരനടപടിയെടുക്കുന്നത് (അന ,വശ്യകമാക്കിത്തീർക്കുന്ന പരി 
സ്ഥിതികൾ നിലവിലുണ്ടെന്നു കേരള ഗവർണ്ണക്കു ബോധ്യമായിരിക്കുന്ന 
തിനാലും ; 

ഇപ്പോൾ , അതിനാൽ ഇൻഡ്യൻ ഭരണഘടനയുടെ 213-ം അനാദത്തിലെ 
(1 ) -ാം ഖണ്ഡംമൂലം നക പ്പെട്ട അധികാരങ്ങൾ വിനിയോഗിച്ച് കേരള 
ഗവർണ്ണർ താഴെപ്പറയുന്നഓർഡിനൻസ് വിളംബിപ്പെടുത്തുന്നു . 

1. ചുരുക്കപ്പേരും പാരംഭവും.- (1) ഈ ഒാർഡിനൻസിന് കരള 
മുനിസിപ്പാലിററികൾ രണ്ടാം മദഗതി) ഓർഡിനൻസ്, 1978 എന്നു പോ 
പറയാം, 

( 2) ഇത് ഉടനെ പ്രാബല്യത്തിൽ വരുന്നതാണ്, 
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2. 1961-ലെ 14-ാം ആക്ററ് , താൽക്കാലികമായി ഭേദഗതി ചെയ്യുന്നത്. 
ഈ ഒാർഡിനൻസ 

പ്രാബല്യത്തിൽ ഇരിക്കുന്ന കാലയളവിൽ, 1960- ലെ കേരള 
മുനി സിപ്പാലിറ്റികൾ ആക്റം ന ” ( 1951- ലെ 14) (ഇതിനുശേഷം പ്രധാന 
ആക്ററ് എന്നാണ് പരാർശിക്കപ്പെടുക) , 3 -ാം വകുപ്പിൽ പറഞ്ഞിരിക്കുന്ന 
ഭേദഗതിക്കു വിധേയമായി പ്രാബല്യമുണ്ടായിരി മടുന്നതാണ്: 

3. 51 എ . വകുപ്പിൻറ ഭേദഗതി. - പധാന ആക°ററിന്റെ 54 എ വകുപ്പ് 
(1) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പിൽ ഒരു വർഷത്തിൽ കവിയാത്ത ", എന്ന വാക്കുകൾക്കു 
പകരം “രണ്ടുവർഷത്തിൽ കവിയാത്ത എന്ന വാക്കുകൾ ചേർക്കേണ്ടതാണ്. 


ജ്യോതി വെങ്കടചെല്ലം, 

ഗവർണ്ണർ. 


( ശരീത്തർജ്ജമ ) 


ഏ . പി , പെരുമാൾ , 
അഡീഷണൽ ഹൈഡ് ( spൻസ്സറാർ , 
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Section II 


കരള സർക്കാർ 


നീയം ( ലെജ °. സി ) വകുപ്പ് 


വിജ ° ഞാപനം 


നമ്പർ 16716-2 ലെജ°-സി2 /78/ ലാ . തിരുവനന്തപുരം, 1978 ഒക്റാബർ 31 / 

1900 കാർത്തിക 9 . 
1978 ഒക്ടോബർ 31 -ാം തീയതി ഗവർണ്ണർ വിളംബരപ്പെടുത്തിയ താ 
പറയുന്ന ഓർഡിനൻസ 

പൊതുജനങ്ങളുടെ അറിവിനായി ഇതിനാൽ 
പ്രസിദ്ധപ്പെടുത്തുന്നു . 

ഗവർണ്ണറുടെഉത്തരവു പ്രകാരം, 

കെ , വിശ്വനാഥൻ നായർ, 
നിയമവകുപ്പ് സെക്രട്ടറി. 


1978 - ലെ 22 -ാം നമ്പർ ഓർഡിനൻസ 
തിരുവനന്തപുരംമുനിസിപ്പൽ കോർപ്പറേഷൻ ( പിരിച്ചുവിടൽ) 

മൂന്നാം ഭേദഗതി ഓർഡിനൻസ്, 1978 
ഇൻഡ്യൻ റിപ്പബ്ലിക്കിന്റെ ഇരുപത്തൊൻപതാം സംവൽസരത്തിൽ 

കേരള ഗവർണ്ണർ വിളംബരപ്പെടുത്തിയത് 
തിരുവനന്തപുരംമുനിസിപ്പൽ കോർപ്പറേഷൻ ( പിരിച്ചുവിടൽ) ആക°on", 
1976 വീണ്ടും ഭേദഗതി ചെയ്യുന്നതിനുളള ഒരു ഓർഡിനൻസ്. 

പീഠിക, -കേരള സംസ്ഥാന നിയമസം സമ്മേളനത്തിൽ അല്ലാതിരിക്കു 
കയും താൻ സത്വര നടപടി എടുക്കുന്നത് ആവശ്യകമാക്കിത്തീർക്കുന്ന പരി. 
സ്ഥിതികൾ നിലവിലുണ്ടെന്നു കേരള ഗവർണ്ണർക്കു 

ബാധ്യമായിരി 
ക്കുന്നതിനാലും ; 

ഇപ്പോൾ , അതിനാൽ ഇൻഡ്യൻ ഭരണഘടനയുടെ 213-0 . അനുപാദ 
ത്തിലെ (I) -ാം ഖൺഡംമൂലം നൽകപ്പെട്ട അധികാരങ്ങൾ വിനിയോഗിച്ച് 
കേരള ഗവർണ്ണർ താഴെപ്പറയുന്ന ഓർഡിനൻസ് വിളംബരപ്പെടുത്തുന്നു : 

1. ചുരുക്കപ്പേരും ( പാരംഭവും.- (1) ഈ ഓർഡിനൻസ് തിരുവനന 
പുരംമുനിസിപ്പൽ കോർപ്പറേഷൻ ( പിരിച്ചുവിടൽ) മൂന്നാം ae3 ഗതി കാർഡി 
നൻസ്, 1978 എന്നു പേർ പറയാം, 

( 2) ഇത് ഉടനെ ( പ്രാബല്യത്തിൽ വരുന്നതാണ്. 
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2. 1976- ലെ 8 -ാം ആക്റ് താൽക്കാലികമായി ഭേദഗതി ചെയ്യങ് 
താണന്ന " .- ഈ ഓർഡിനൻസ്, പാബല്യത്തിലിരിക്കുന്ന കാലയളവിൽ, 
1976 - ലെ തിരുവനന്തപുരം മുനിസിപ്പൽ കോർപ്പറേഷൻ ( പിരിച്ചുവിടൽ) 
ആക° ററിന് (1976- ലെ 8 ) ( ഈ തിനുശേഷം, ( പധാന ആക്ററ് എന്നാണ് പരാ 
മർശിക്കപ്പെടുക) 3 -ാം വകുപ്പിൽ പറഞ്ഞിരിക്കുന്ന ഭേദഗതിക്കുവിധേയ മായി 
( പ്രാബല്യമുണ്ടായിരിക്കുന്നതാണ്. 
3 . 6 -ാം വകുപ്പിൻ ഭേദഗതി . - പ്രധാന ആക്ററ് 6 -ാം വകുപ്പിൽ - 

( എ ) (1) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പിൽ "1978 നവംബർ 1 -ാം തീയതി ” എന്ന 
അക്കങ്ങൾ ക്കും , അക്ഷരങ്ങൾക്കും, വാക്കുകൾക്കും പകരം "1979 ജൂൺ 1 -ാം 
തീയതി : 

എന്ന അക്കങ്ങളും, അക്ഷരങ്ങളും വാക്കുകളും ചേർക്കേണ്ടതാണ്; 

( ബി) (2)-9ം ഉപവകുപ്പിൽ “1983 നവംബർ 1-9ം തീയതി ” എന്ന 
പാടുകൾക്കും, അക്ഷരങ്ങൾക്കും, അക്കങ്ങൾക്കും പകരം * 1984 ജൂൺ 
1 -ാം തീയതി എന്ന അക്കങ്ങളും അക്ഷരങ്ങളും, വാക്കുകളും ചേർക്കേണ 
മാണ്. 


ജ്യോതി വെങ്കടലും, 

ഗവർണ്ണർ, 


ശരിയർ മാ 


. പി , പേരുമായ, 
അഡീഷനൽ ഡ ° eo , 
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Section iv 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Abstract 


PUBLIC SERVICES - KERALA ENGINEERING SUBORDINATE SERVICE 

MECHANICAL BRANCH - SPECIAL RULES - ISSUED 


PUBLIC WORKS AND ELECTRICITY (A ) DEPARTMENT 
G. O. (P ) No. 149/78 /PW & E . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 22nd November 1978 . 


NOTIFICATION 


S. R. O. No. 24 /79. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section (1) of section 2 of the Kerala Public Services Act, 1968 (Act 19 of 
1968 ), and in supersession of all existing rules and orders on the subject, 
the Government of Kerala hereby make the following Special Rules for the 
Kerala Engineering Subordinate Service (Mechanical Branch ), namely : 

1 . Constitution :—The Mechanical Branch of the Kerala Engineering 
Subordinate Service shall consist of the following categories of officers, 
namely : 
Category 1. Junior Engineer (Mechanical) ( including Dredger 

Captain and Foreman of Dredger Dry Dock ) . 
Category 2. Inspector of Boats. 
Category 3. Overseer/Draftsman (Mechanical) Grade I ( inclu 

ding Foreman and Assistant Foreman ) 
Category 4. Overseer/Draftsman (Mechanical) Grade II 
Category 5. Overseer/Draftsman (Mechanical) Grade III (inclu « 

ding , Tracers ). 
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2. Appointment: -Appointment to the several categories in this branch 
shall be made as follows: 
Category 

Method of Appointment 
1. Junior Engineer By direct rerruitment and bv promotion from 
(Mechanical) 

Category 3 Overseers/ Draftsman (Mecha 
( including Dredger niral) Grade I in the ratio of 6 :4 . The 
Captain & Foteman vacancies reserved to be filled up by pro 
of Dredger Dry 

mntion shall be allocated between those 
Dock ) 

possessing the qualification specified in 
and 

Section ( B ) and Section (C ) of the Annexure 
2. Inspector of Boats 

in the ratio 3 : 1 . The ratio 6 : 3 : 1 for direct 
recruitment of Graduates, Promotion of 
D plora holders and Certificate holders 
shall be applied to the total cadre strength 
of Junior Engineers (Mechanical) in the 
Departmentandnot to vacancies as they arise 
from time to time. Separate senio ity lists 
of Graduates, Diploma holders and Cerri 
ficate holders shall be followed for the 
maintenance of he ratio on cadre strength . 
Promotions and reversions of each category 
o officers shall be confined to the quota 
allowed for each category of officers within 
the cadre strength . In the absence of 
qualified hands for promotion the vacancies 
shall be filled up by direct recruitment 
subject to the condition that the ratio main 

tained against future appointments. 
Note: - The Categories (1 ) Junior Engineer 

(Mechanical) and Category 2 Inspector 

of Boats are ío terchangeable. 
3. Overseer /Draftsman By direct recruitment and by promotion from 

(Mecha ical Grade I) Car.gary 4 Overseer /Draftsman (Mechani 
(Incl. ding Foreman 

cal) Grade II in the ratio of 1:1 . In the 
and Asst. Foreman ) absence of qualified hands for promotion the 

vacancy shall be filled up by direct recruit 

ment. 
Overseer/Draftsman By direct recruitment and by promotion from 
(Mechanical) Grade II 

Ca egory 5, Overseers /D aftsman (Mechani 
cal) Grade III in the ratio of 3 : 1 . In the 
absence of qualified hand for promotion 
the vacancy shall be filled up by direct 

recruitmeot. 
5. Overseer /Drafisman By direct recruitment. 

(M.chanical) Grade III 
(Including Tracers) 
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3. Qualification : -No person shall be eligible for appointmentto the 
category mentionrd in column ( 1) of the Table below by the method speci 
fied in column (2 ) unless he possess the qualifications prescribed in the 
corresponding entry in column (3 ) thereof. 


TABLE 


Category Method of Appointment 

Qual.fications 
(1 ) ( 2 ) 

( 3) 
1. Junior Engineer By direct 

Must possess any of the qua ifi 
(Mechanical) recruitment 

cations mentiined in Section 

A of the annexure . 
(including Dred . By promotion (a ) Musthave passed the S.S.L.C. 
ger Captain and 

or its equivalent. 
Foreman of 

(b ) Must possess any 

of the 
Dredger Dry 

Diploma mentioned in 
Dock ) 

Section B of the Aunexure 
and 

and must have rendered 
2. Inspector of Boats 

service in the Deparıment 
for a minimum period of 
two years as I Grade Over 

seer/Draftsman ; or 
(c) Must possess any of the quali 

fications mentioned in 
Section C of the Annexure 
and must have rendered 
serv ce in the Depa im ut for 
a minim m period of five 
years of which no less than 
two vears should be as 

I Grade Overseer/Draftsman . 
Note: A person who obtains any of 

the Diplɔmas mentioned in 
Section B of the Annexure 
alter his/her app ntinent 
as Overseer/Draftsman (Me 
cha icai) Grade I shall be 
eligi for promotion as 
Junior Engineer (Mechani 
cal) against the quota allot 
ted to Diploma holders 
only after conside, ing the 
claim of all Oversi eis /D.aits 
man (Mechanical) Grade I 


(1) (2 ) 

( 3 ) 
in service on the date ofhis/ 
her obtaining the Diploma. 
However this will not be 
detrimental to his /her 
interest if he / she is likely to 
get an earlier chance of pro 
motion in the Certificate 

quota . 
3. Overseer/Drafts- ( By Direct Must possess any of the qualifications 

man (Mechani- recruitment mentioned in Section B of the 
cal) Grade 1 

Annexure: 
(ir cluding Fore. By promotion 1. Must possess any of the qualifica 
man and Asst. 

tions mentioned in Section B of the 
Foreman ) 

Annexure 

OR 
2. (a ) Musthave passed the S.S.L.C 

or its equivalent, and 
( b ) Must possess any of the quali 

fications mentioned in Section 

C of the Annexure. 
4. Over:cer/Drafts 

By Direct Must have passed the S.S.L.C. or its 
man (Mechani 

recruitment equivalent and possess any ofthe 
cal) Grade II 

qualifications mentioned in Section 

Ĉ of the Annexure. 
By promotion 1. Must have passed the S.S.L.C. 

or its equivalent and any of the 
qualifications mentioned 

in 
Section in the Annexure, or 
2. A pass in the following subjects 

KGTE /MGTE Higher or Lower: 
1 . Machine Drawing 
2. Geometrical Drawing or Practi 

cal Plan and Solid Geometry . 

3. Applied Mechanics . 
5. Overseer /Drafts By Direct 1. A pass in S.S.L.C. or its equiva 
man (Mechani recruitment 

lent. 
cal) Grade III 

2. (i) Must possess any of the quali 
(including 

fications mentioned in Section 
Tracers) 

C of the Annexure 

OR 


(1) 


( 2 ) 


(3 ) 
(ii) A pass in the following subjects 

KGTE /MGIE Higher or 

Lower 
(a ) Machine Drawing 
(b ) Geometrical Drawing or 

Practical Plane and Solid 

Geometry. 
(c) Applied Mechanics. 


4. Qualification regarding Age - No person shall be eligible for appoint 
ment by direct recruito ent to the posts mentioned in column ( 1) of the tabla 
below if he /she has completed or will complete the age specified in the 
corresponding entry in Column (2 ) thereof on the Ist January of the year in 
which applications for appointment are invited . 

TABLE 
Category 

Ago 
1. Junior Engineer (Mechanical) ( including Dredger 
Captain and Foreman Dry Dock ) 

34 
2. Inspector of Boats 

34 
3. Overseer/Draftsman (Mechanical) Grade I 

31 
4. Overseer/Draftsman (Mechanical) Grade II 30 

5. Overseer /Draftsman (Mechanical) Grade III 30 

5. Probalion . - Every person appointed to any of the categories shall 
from the date on which he joins duty be on probation (1 ) if appointed by 
direct recruitment for a total period of two years on duty within a continuous 
period of three years; and (2) if appointed by promotion for a total period 
of one year on duty within a continuous period of two years. 

6. Test: -Every person appointed to Category 1 viz , Junior Engineer 
(Mechanical) and 2 viz, Inspector of Boats shall within the period of 
probation pass the Kerala Account Test ( Lower), Kerala P. W. D. Test, 
P. W. D. Manual Test and Canal Rules Tests. 

7. Liability to serve in the Defence Services.- Persons appointed to 
categories 1 and 2 shall be liable not withstanding that at the time of requi 
sition of services, they are holding higher appointment, to serve for a mini 
mum period of 4 years (including periods spent on training, if any) in the 
Defence Service or on assigar.ent relating to Defence efforts anywhere in 
India or abroad if so required . This liability to serve in the defence service 
will be limited to the first 10 years of service and will not ordinarily apply 
to persons above 40 years of age. 
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8. Reservation of appointments. — The rules regarding reservation of 
appointments (General Rules 14 to 17 ) shall apply to all appointment by 
direct recruitment. 

9. Initio formation of Services. The service shall be formed first with the 
personnel from the corresponding posts in the Kerala Engineering Subordi. 
Dates Service - General Branch -who possess the qualifications prescribed in 
these rules after obtaining their willingness to be appointed by transfer to 
this service and the existing posts shall be filled up accordingly . In the 
absence of qualified and willing hands for appointment by transfer, such 
posts shall be filled up by direct recruitment according to these rules. 


By order of the Governor, 
C. P. RAMAKRISHNA PILLAI, 

Secretary. 


Annexure 


Section A 

DEGREE IN ENGINEERING 
1. B.Sc. Degree in theMechanical Engineering of the Kerala University 
or its equivalent. 

2. B. E. Degree in Mechanical Engineering of theMadras University 
or its equivalent. 

3. Associate Membership Diploma of the Institution of Engineers 
(India ) in Mechanical Engineering or any other qualifications recognised as 
equivalent to a degree. 

4. Pass in Section A & B of the Associate Membership Examination of 
the Institution of Engineers (India ) in Mechanical Engineering . 

5. Diploma in Mechanical Engineering of the College of Engineering, 
Guindy which was abolished in 1915 and which is treated as equivalent to a 
degree in Mechanical Engineering. 

6. Any other qualification recognised by the Government as equivalent 
to B. Sc. Degree in Mechanical Engineering of the Kerala University . 
Section B 

DIPLOMA IN ENGINEERING 
1. Upper Subordinate Diploma of the College of Engineering , Guindy 
in Mechanical Engineering . 

2. Diploma in Mechanical Engineering of the Travancore University 
or Diploma recognised by Government as equivalent thereto . 

3. Lower subordinate diploma of the College of Engineering , Guindy 
in Mechanical Engineering. 

4. Licentiate in Mechanical Engineering issued by the Governmentof 
Kerala or other Diploma recognised as equivalent thereto . 
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Section C 

CERTIFICATE IN ENGINEERINO 
1. SMT (Sri Moolam Technical Institute ) Overseer s Course 
(Mechanical) (2 Years Course) 

2. Draftsman Course (Mechanical) College of Engineering , Guindy . 

3. Pass in the following subjects under KGTE or MGTE or any other 
qualification recognised as equivalent thereto . 

(a ) Applied Mechanic (Higher ) 
(b ) Machine Drawing (Higher) 
(c ) Heat Engine (Higher) 
(d ) Hydraulics and Sanitary Engineering (Higher ) 
(e) Practical Plane and Solid (Lower ) Geometry 

or 
Geometrical Drawing (Lower ) 

Mensuration (Lower) 
4. Certificate Course in Mechanical Engineering (2 years course ) of 
the College of Engineering, Trivandrum . 

5. ITI Diploma/Certificate in the trade of Draftsman (Mechanical) 
issued by the Government after completion of 18 months course or its 
equivalent. 

6. Kerala Government Certificate Examination in Mechanical 
Engineering (2 Years Course) 

Explanatory Noto 
(This note does not form part of the Notification , but is intended to 
indicate its general purport). 

In G. O. (MS) 310 /72/PW dated 3-12-1972 orders have been issued 
establishing a Central Mechanical Unit in the Public Works Department 
for the purpose of planning the requirements of Plants and Machineries, 
Planning major repairs, reconditioning of used equipments etc. Consequent 
on the establishment of Central Mechanical Unit , a separate b anch of 
Kerala Engineering Service has to be formed . Therefore special Rulcs_for 
the subordinate Service of the mechanical branch to be framed . This 
notification is intended to achieve the above object, 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Health (Special) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O. (Ms) No. 288 /78 /HD . Dated , Trivandrum , 21st November 1978. 

S. R. O. No. 29/79 - Under sub -section (3 ) of section 20 of the 
Pharmacy Act, 1948 ( Cent al Act VIII of 1948 ). the Government of 
Kerala hereby publish the following Agreement, nan.ely : 

ARTICLES OF AGREEMENT made this 12th day of October One Thousand 
Nine Hundred and Seventy eight Btween the GOVERNOR OF KERALA 
(hereinafter called he Government of Kerala ) of the one part and the 
PRESIDENT OF INDIA through the ADMINISTRATOR OF THE UNION TERRITORY 
OF LAKSHADWEEP ( hereinaltcr called the Union Territory of Lakshadweep ) 
of the other Part . 

Now This DEED WITNESSETH AND IT IS HEREBY AGREED as follows: 

1. That in accordance with the provision of clause ( b ) of sub - section 
( 1 ) of section 20 of the Pharmar y Act, 1918 (VIII of 1948) (hereinafter 
referred to as the Act ) the Kerala State Pharmacy Council will serve the 
needs of the Union Territory of Lakshadweep for the purpose of the 
said Act. 

2. That the several functions of the State Government under the said 
Act (including the appointment of Registration Tribunal under sub section 
(1 ) of section 30 of the said Act and of the appellate authority unde sub 
section 4 ) of that section ) shall be exerci ed by the Government of Kerala 
under section 46 of the sa d Acr and the provisions of the Act and the Rules 
framed aid to be framed by he Government 

of Kerala in respect 
thereofshall be applicable mutatis mutandis to the Union Territory under 
this Agreement. Tie Government of Kerala will determine what ſee , if 
any, should be paid to the members of this Tribunal for attending their 
meeting . 

3. That all applications for registration in the first Register under 
section 30 of the said Act or sub equent registration under section 33 of the 
said Act shall be made through the Administrator , Union Territory of 
Lakshadweep to the Registrar, Kerala State Pharmacy Council , who shall 
be the Registrar of the Registration Tribunal. 

4. The Kerala State Pharmacy Council, may, if necessary, refer any 
matter for the pu pose of consulation or inform tion to the Administrator 
of the Union Territory of Lakshadweep and in the case of any difference 
of opinion 1cfer it to the Government of Kerala , whose decision tuercon 
shall be final. 
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5. That a separate Register shall be maintained for the Pharmacists 
applying for registrat on from the Union Territory in respect of the Union 
Territory of Lakshadweep who may be admitted registration under the 
said Act. 

6. That the Administration . Union Territory of Laksharweep shall 
pay a sum « f Rs. 8,750 (Rupees Eight thousand Seven hundred and Fifty 
Oply) yearly as contribution towards the expenditure incurred in connect on 
with the business of the regstration Tribunal c nstitut d under section 30 
of the said Act. If there is any deficit, the same shail be borne by the 
Union Territory. 

7. That the amount so received from the Union Territory of 
Lakshadweep and the fee co lected on account of registration and renewal 
fee shall be deposited in any Nationalised Bank under Savings Bank Account. 
The expenditure of he Registration Tribunal constitu ed urder sec.ion 30 
of the Act shall be met from the amountdeposited in the Bank. 

8. That the Registration Tribunal appointed under sectir n 30 of the 
said Act shall have its othce in the sameplace as the Office of the Kerala 
Stare Pharmacy Council in Trivandrum 

9. The said Registration Tribunal may, if nacessary, require any 
applicant f.om the Union Territory of Lakshadweep to appear before its 
Office in Trivandrum for an interview at his own expense . 

10. The Kerala State Pharmacy Council shall , under the provisions of 
the section 19 of the said Act, be augmented by onemember to be nominaled 
by the Union Territory of Lakshadweep who shall be a person pussessing a 
pre cribed Degree or Diploma in Pharmacy or Phaimaceutical Chemisty 
or a Registered Pharmacists . 

11. That his agreement shall remain in force for the period of five 
years from the date of those presents and shall be subject to renew.l for 
further periods of five years successively. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the parties to these presents have hereinto set and 
subscribed their respective hands the day, month and year first above 
written . 


( Sd . ) 
M DANDAPANI, 
Special Secretary, 
Health Department, 
Kerala Secretariat. 


Signed and Executed for and on 
behalt of the Governor of Kerala 
by the Special Secretary , 

Health Department, 
Government f Kerala . 

In the presence of witnesses : 

( Sd .) 
V. K. Padmanabhan , 

Joint Secretary, 
Health Department, 
Kerala Secretariat, 
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(Sd ) 
T.K Rujalakshmi Devi, 

Under Secretary, 
Health Department, 

Kerala Secretariat. 
Signed and Executed for and 

• (Sd ) 
behalf of the Presid . nt ofIndia 

S.DLAHKAR, 
by the Administrator. 

Administrator, 
Union Territory of Lakshadweep . Union Territory of Lakshadweep 

Kavaratti Island . 
In the presence of witnesses: 
1 . 

(Sd ) 
T. K.Ravindranath , 

Secretary (Administration ), 
Union Territ ry of Lakshadweep , 

Kavaraiti Island . 
2 . 

(Sd . ) 
Dr. P. Pa du Ranga Rao , 

Deputy Director of Medical & Health Services , 
Union Teritory of Lakshadweep , 
Kavaratti Island . 

By order of the Governor, 

M.DANDAPANI, 

Special Secretary. 
Explanatory Note 
(This is not a part of the notification , but it is intended to indicate 
its general purport). 

The Givernment of India instructed the Administrator, Union Territory 
of Lakshadweep the desirability of enfor ing the provision of the Pharm icy 
Act 1948 to the Union Territory of Laccadive, and the proposal was con 
sidered by the Kerala Srate Pharmacy Council and decided 10 for a J int 
Pharmacy Counci with the Union Terr tory of Laccadives and has for 
warded a draft Agreement for the purpose. The Agre met was executed 
by the Administrator, Union Territory of 

Laccadives on behalf of the 
Central Government and the State Government. Under ub -section (3 ) of 
the section 20 of the Pharmacy Act ( Central Act VIII of 1948 ) it is 
necessary that the joint Agreement is to be publishe 1 in the official gazette 
of theprticipating States to give effect to the Notification . This notification 
is intended to achieve the above object. 
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Section iv 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour and Housing ( E ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G. O. Rt. No. 1668 /78 / L & H . Dated , Trivandrum , 27th October 1978 . 

S.R.O. No. 30/79. - In exercise of the powers conferred by clause 
(a ) f subsection (1) of section 5 of the Minimum Wages Act, 1948 , 
( C no al Act Il of 1918 ), the Government of Kerala hereby extend the 
tem of the Minimum Wage. Committee appointed to hold enquiries and 
advise theGovernment in respect of fixatiin of minimum rates of wages 
payab.e to the employees employed in he emp oyment in Powerloom Industry 
as p r Notifiration G O. Rt. No. 1117 /76 /LBR dated 23rd August 1971 
published as S. R. O. No. 928/76 in the Kerala Gazette dated the 14th 
September 1976 for a further period of one month from 1-10-1978 to 
31-10-1978 . 


By order of the Governor, 
R.RAMACHANDRAN NAIR , 

Secrelary . 


Esplanatory Note 
(This does not form part of the Notification but is intended to indicate 
its general purport.) 

The term of the Minimum Wages Committee for Powerlo m Industry 
consti: u ed as per G. O. Rt. 1117 / 6 /LBR da rd 23-8-1976 and extended 
subsequenrly thrice vide G. O Rt. No. 992 77/LBR dated 20-8-1977, 
Go Rt. No 475/78/L & H dated 2- 3-1978 and G.O.Rt. No 1 + 30 / 8.L & H . 
dued 2-9-1978 expired on 30.9-1978. ow the Government propose to 
extend the term of the Committee for a further period from 1-10.1978 to 
31. 0-1978 to enable the com.i.tec to compleie the work . 

This Notification is intended to achieve the abovc cbject. 


G. 2205 . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Industries ( E ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


No. 26529/ E3178/ID . 

Dated, Tridandrum , 15th December 1978 . 
S. R. O. No. 31 /79. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
clause ( 1) of clause 7 of the Coconut Husks Control Order, 1973, the 
Government of Kerala hereby direct that, with effect from the date of this 
notification , no person shall sell, offer to sell or dispose of in any manner 
more than 100 (hundred ) husks except under authority and in accordance 
with the terms and conditions of a permission granted by the Licensing 
Officer in that behalf . 


By order of the Governor, 
K. V.RAMAKRISHNA IYER , 

Special Secretary. 
Explanatory Note 
( This note is not a part of the notification , but is intended to indicate 
its general purport.) 

Under sub- clause (1 ) of clause 7 of the Coconut Husks Control Order , 
1973 no person shall sell, offer to sell, or dispose of in any manner husks 
in excess of such quantities as may be fixed by the State Governmert by 
general or special order except under the auth vity and in accordance with 
the terms and conditions of a permission granted by the Licensing Officer in 
that behalf . Government have now decided to fix the quantity of husks a 
person shall sell or offer to sell in any manner without permission , as 100. 

The notification is intended to achieve the above purpose. 


G. 2190 
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Section lv 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Development ( A )Department 


NOTIFICATION 


G. O. (P.) No. 166 /78 /DD . Da:ed, Trivandrum , 20th November 1978 . 

S.R.O. No. 32/ 79. - In exercise of the powers conferred by subsection (1) 
of section 2 of the Kerala Pub ic Services Act, 1968 (19 of 1968) read ith 
section 3.hereof, theGovernment of Kerala hereby make the following further 
amendment to the Special Rules for the Kirala Fisheries Subordinate 
Service, issued in G. O. (P ) No. 225, Public (Rules) Department dated the 
19th July 1967 and published in Part I ofthe Kerala Gazette No. 30 dated 
the 1st August, 1967, namely: 


AMENDMENT 


In the said rules, for rule 10 the following shall be substituted , 
namely : 

“ 10. Training: —Persons appointed to the following categories, shall 
during the period of probatt nu dergo the staff training course conducted 
at the Staff Training Centre, Ernakulam and pass the examination condu 
cted at the end of the course, if they have not successfully undergone the 
said course earlier : 


1. Inspector of Fisberies 
2. Fish Cul ural Officer 
3. Research Assistant 
4. Technical Assistant 
5. Fish Farm Manager 
6. Laboratory Assistant 
7. Sub Inspector 

8. Assistant Inspector of Fisheries. 
G. 2009 
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Explanation : - Those who have been declared to have completed pro 
bation without, undergoing the traicing and those who did not get the 
opportunity to complete the truining during the prescribed period of proba 
tion shall also undergo the training" . 

By order of the Governor, 

C. P. NAIR , 

Secretary . 
Explanatory Note 
( This does not form a part of the notification, but is intended to indi. 
cate its geacral purport) 

There was provision in the Special Rules for the Kerala Fisheries 
Subordinate Service for imparting Staff training . 

Eince 

the 
scheme for training has not been completed so far , the provision 
was not being enforced strictly . A scheme for training has since been drawn 
up. The posts of workshop Superintendent and Engineering Supervisor are 
not in existence in the Department now . Hence, provision is made for 
training in the Special Rules, in respect of the other posts and also the posts 
of Sub Inspector and Assistant Inspector . 


Kerala Gazette No. 2 da ed 9th January 1979. 
PART 1 


Section iv 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour and Housing (B ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G. O. Rt. No. 1609/78 / L & H . Dated , Trivandrum , 16th October 1978 . 

S. R. O. No. 33 /79. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section (1 ) of section 5 of the Kerala Toddy Workers Welfare Fund Act, 1969 
(22 of 1969 ),the Government of Kerala hereby make the following amend 
ment to the Kerala Toddy Workers Welfare Fund Scheme, 1969, namely : 


AMENDMENT 


Toddy Workers Welfare Fund Scheme, - 
(i) in Chapter II, in para 23 ( 1) under item No. (vi) the wo.ds, " in 
consultation with the Accountant General" , shall be omitted . 

( ii) n Chapter X , in Para 74 (1 ) the words, “ in cousultation with 
the Accountant General" , shall be omitted . 


By order of the Governor , 
R. RAMACHANDRAN NAIR , 

Secretary . 


E xplanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification but is intended to indicate 
its general purport ). 

Government are of the view that the audit of accounts of Kerala Toddy 
Workers Welfare Furd Board by piofessional auditors would suffice, since 
no contribution /giant is envisaged from the Consolidated F..nd of the State 
to the Board . The nobfication is to achieve the above purpose . 
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Kerala Gazette No. 2 dated 9th January 1979 
PART I 


Section iv 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour and Housing (E) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G. O. R.T . No. 1753178 / L & H . Dated , Trivandrum , 14th November 1978 . 

S. R. O. No. 34 /79. - In exercise of the powers conferred by clause 
(a ) of subsection ( 1) of section 5 of the Minimum Wages Act, 1948 

Central Act 11 of 1948 ) the Government of Kerala hereby extend the term 
of the Minimum Wages Committee for fixation /revision of minimum wages 
in the employment in Umbrela Shops /Umbrella Marts constituted as per 
Notification No. G. O. Rt. 744 /78/ L & H dated the 27th April, 1978 
published as S.R.O. No. 367/78 in the Kerala Gazette Extraordinary 
No. 277 dated the 29th April , 1978 for a further period of six months from 
the 28th June, 1978. 


By order of the Governor, 
R. RAMACHANDRAN NAIR , 

Secertary. 


Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the Notification but is intended to indicate 
its general purport) 

The term of the Minimum Wages Committee for fixation /revision of 
minimum wages in the Employment in Umbrella Shops/Umbrella Marts 
constituted as per G.O.Rt. No. 744 /78/ L & H dated 27-4-1978 has expired 
on 27-6-1978 . Govenment have decided to extend the term of the 
Committee for a further period of six months from 28-6-1978 to enable the 
committee to complete its work . 

This Notification is intended to achieve the above object. 


G. 1948 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour and Housing ( F ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
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GO.Rt.1889, 78 /L & H . 

Dated Trivandrum , 7th December 1978. 
S R. O. No 36 /79. - In exercise of ihe powers conferred by sub 
section (1 ) of section 24 of the Kerala Labour Welfare Fund Act, 1975 
(11 of 1977 ) and in supersession of the Notification No. G.O. (Rt) 630 / 
77 /LBR dated the 23rd May , 1977 published as S.R.O No. 474/77 in the 
Kerala Gazette No. 24 dated 14th June 1977 , the Government of Kerala 
hereby appoint the persons mcutioned in the schedule below to be Inspectors 
for the purpose of the said Act with headquarters and jurisdiction specified 
against them 

SCHEDULE 
Name Designetion Head quarters 

Jurisdiction 
1. Sri A. M. Chacko Deputy Trivandrum Revenue districts of 
Labour 

Trivandrum and 
Officer 

Quilon 
2 . C. A. Kesavan Inspector, Kottayam Revenue districts of 
Agri 

Alleppey, Kottayam 
cultural 

and Idukki 
Lancur 
3 . Mathew Paul 

Deputy 

Ernakulam Revenue districts of 
Labour 

Ernakulam and 
Officer 

Trichur 
4. . , M. K. Soman 

Deputy 

Kozhikode Revenue districts of 
Labour 

Palgbat, Malappuram 
Officer 

Kozhikode and 

Cannanore. 
By order of the Governor, 
R. RAMACHANDRAN NAIR , 

Secretary 
Explanatory Note 
( This does form part of the Notification , but is intended to 
indicate its general purport .) 

In order to enforce the pr visions of the Kerala Labour Welfare Fund 
Act, 1975 effectively it has become necessary to appoint more Inspectors as 
provided in the Art and to reallocate their jurisdiction . The above 
notification is intended to achieve the object. 


22 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour and Housing (B ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G. O. Rt. No.1710 /78 /L & H . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 4th November 1978 . 
S. R. O. No. 37/79. - In exercise of the powers conferred by section 
6 of the Kerala Toddy Workers Welfare Fund Act, 1969 (22 of 1969 ), read 
with the first proviso to paragraph 4 of the Toddy Workers Welfare Fund 
Scheme, 1969, theGovernment of Kerala hereby appoint Sri M.P. Narayana 
Menon , Joint Labour Commissioner , Trivandrum as a Director in the 
Kerala loddy Workers Welfare Fund Board , reconstituted as per 
Notification G. O. (Rt) No. 545/ 76 /LBR dated the 10th April, 1976 
published as S. R. O.No. 113/76 in the Kerala Gazette Extraordinary 
No. 236 dated the 10th April 1976 , in the place of Sri K. Kasiviswanathan . 

By order of the Governor , 
R. RAMACHANDRAN NAIR , 

Secretary 
Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification but is intended tɔ indicate 
its general purport). 

Shri K. Kasiviswanathan , Joint Labour Commissioner (Establishment) 
one of the Directors of the Kerala Toddy Workers Welfare Fund Board 
representing officials nominated by the Government has retired from 
Government service on the 30th June, 1978. The Chief Welfare Fund 
Inspector requested Government to appoint another Officer in the place of 
Shri K. Kasiviswanathan . Government have decided to appoint Shri 
M. P. Narayana Menon , Joint Labour Commissioner, Trivandrum as a 
Director of the Kerala Toddy Workers Welfare Fund Board in the place of 
Shri K. Kasiviswanathan retired . The notification is intenderl to achieve 
the above purpose . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
General Administrado (Services D ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G.O. (M8) No. 551/78 /GAD . Datod , Trivandrum , 16th December 1978 . 

S.R.O. No. 38 /79. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section (1 ) of section 2 of the Kerala Public Services Act, 1968 (19 of 1968 ), 
the Government of Kerala hereby make the fotlowing amendments to 
the Public Services (Raising of Upper Age Limit for appointment) 
Rules, 1978, namely : 


AMENDMENT 
1. Short title and commencement. These rules may be called the Public 
Services (Raising of Upper Age Limit for appointment ) 

Amendment 
Rules, 1978 . 

( 2 ) They shall be deemed to have come into force with effect from 
the 23rd day of August, 1978 . 

2. Amendment of rule 2. - In the Public Services (Raising of Upper Age 
Limit for appointment, Rules) 1978 , for sub- rule (3) of rule 2 , the following 
shall be substituted , namely : 

" ( 3) Notwithstanding anything contained in these rules or in the 
General Rules in Part II or the SpecialKules in Part III of the Kerala 
State and Subordinate Services Rules, 1958, the maximum upper age limit 
for direct recruitment to any post shall in no case exceed 50 years" . 

By order of the Governor , 
P. N. BALAKRISHNAN NAIR , 

Joint Secretary. 
Esplanatory Note 
( This note is not part of the rules, but is intended to indicate its 
general purport.) 

By the Public Services (Raising of Upper Age Limit for appointment) 
Rules , 1978 , the upper age limit prescribed for direct recruitment to the 
posts for which special rules are in force was raised by five years with the 
usual relaxation allowed to Scbeduled Castes, Scheduled Trites and Other 
Backward Classes and subject to the further condition that in no case shall 
the maximum age limit exceed 50 years . A doubt has been raised as to 
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whether this supersedes the proviso to General Rule 10 (c ) and General 
Rule 10 (d ), 10 (e) and 10 (f ) in Part II of the Kerala State and Subordinate 
Services Rules, 1958, which contemplate relaxation of upper age limit for 
direct recruitment in the cases of certain categories of personnel. The 
intention of Government in prescribing the condition that in no case shall 
the maximum age limit exceed 50 years is that even after including all 
relaxations, no person who has exceeded 50 years shall be eligible for 
appointment by direct recruitment. This notification is intended to make 
the intention clear 


To 
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All Heads of Departments and Offices . 
AN Departments (all sections) of the Secretariat . 
The Secretary, Kerala Public Service Commission . ( with C.L.) 
The Registrar, High Court of Kerala , Ernakulam 
The Registrar, University of Kerala / Calicut/Cochin 
The Registrar, Agricultural University, Trichur 
The Advocate General, Ernakulam 
The Secretary , Kerala State Electricity Board 
The General Manager, Kerala State Road Transport 

Corporation 
The Secretary to Governor . 
The Private Secretaries to the Chief Minister and other Ministers 
The Under Secretary to Chief Secretary 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Higher Education (E ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G. O. Ms. No. 172 /78 /H.Edn . Dated, Trivandrum , 6th November 1978 . 

S. R. O. No. 39 79. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
sections (2 ) and 3 ) of section 5 of the Charitable Endowments Act, 1890 
(Central Act 6 of 1890 ) and with the concurrence of he Administrator of the 
lund , the Governo ent of Kerala hereby make the following amendm nt 
to the scheme and the band appended to it for the ad inistration of 
“ Victory Scholarship Endowmen t Fund " settled 

per 
G.O. Ms. No. 185 /Edn ./65 dated 31-3-1965 , namely : 


as 


AMENDMENTS 


clause 6. the following 


clause 


shall be 


In the said scheme, for 
substituted , namely : 


“ 6. A Scholarship of the value of Rs. 15,000 (Rupees Fifteen 
thousand only ) per annum will be awarded to a deserving candidate for 
higher training in technology in any country outside India " . 

2. In the bond appended to the scheme, for the para beginning with 
the words “ Whereas ihe Goveromeni have instituted a Scholarship to the 
value of Rs. 5,500 per annum . 

" , the following para shall 
be substituted , namely :-- 

“ Whereas the Government have instituted a scholarship to the value 
of Rs 15,000 (Rupees Fifteen thousand only ) per annum for a period of 

... years under the “ Victory Scholarship Endowment 
Fund” , to a deserving candidate for higher training in Technology in any 
country outside India ," . 


By order of the Governor, 

P.V. JOSEPH , 
Additional Secrelary , 

(P.T.O.) 
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Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification , but is intended to indicate 
its general purport.) 

According to the Scheme settled for the " Victory Endowment 
Scholarship Fund" , the amount of Scholarship under the scheme is 
Rs. 5,500 to a di serving candidate for higher training in Technology in any 
country Outside India . The amount is held insufhcient for a student in a 
foreign country . At the current rates of is ten est the amount of scholarship 
can be raised to Rs. 15,000 which will cover the expense of a student in a 
fore ga country . It has the elore, been decided to raise the amount of 
scholarship . The amendment is proposed to enable the payment of the 
enhanced amount. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Revenue (F ) Department . 

NOTIFICATION 


G. O. Rt. No. 1825 /78 /RD . Dated, Trivandrum , 13th December 1978 . 

S. R. O. No.40 /79. - Under section 13 of the Madras Hindu Religious 
and Charitable Endowments Act, 1951 (Act XIX of 1951) the Government 
of Kerala hereby appoint Shri N. Kesavan , President, Block Congress 
Committee, P.0 . Thrithala , Palghat District and Shri K. Eacharan, 
Ex-M.L.A . , President, District Depressed Class League, P.O. Thenkurissy, 
Palghat District as members of the Area Committee , Palghat for a period of 
three years from the date of publication of this notification in the Gazette. 

By order of the Governor, 
K. RAMACHANDRAN , 

Joint Secretary. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Public Works (E ) Departmens 

NOTIFICATIONS 


No. 28798 /E2/77 /PW . 


Dated , Trioandrum , 15th December 1978. 


8.R.O. No. 41 79 - Whereas the Kulasekharapuram Panchayat has 
in its resolution No. III dated the 28th D - cember, 1976 , requested that the 
provisions of the Kerala Buildings ( Lease and Rent Cou trol) Act, 1965 (2 of 
1965) shall be applied to that Panchayat area ; 

Now , therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by subsection 
(3 ) of section of the Kerala Buildings (Lease and Rent Control) 
Act, 1965 (2 of 1965) , the Government of Kerala hereby apply all the 
provisions of the said Act to the Kulasekharapuram Panchayat area in the 
Quilon District with effect from the date of publication of this notification 
in the Gazette . 


8. R. O. No. 421.9 . - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section (1 ) of section 3 of the Kerala Buildings (Lease and Rent Control) 
Act, 1965 (2 of 1965), the Government of Kerala hereby appoint the 
Munsiff, having jurisdiction over th : Kulasekharapuram Panchayat area in 
the Quilon District, to be the Rent Control Court for the said area, with 
cffect from the date of publication of this notification in the Gazette, 


S. R. O. No. 4379 - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section ( 2 ) of section 3 of the Kerala Buildings (Lease and Rent Control) 
Act, 1965 ( 2 of 1965 ), the Government of Kerala bereby appoint the 
Tahsildar , having jurisdiction over the Kulasekharapuram Panchayat arca 
in the Quilon District, to be the Accommodation Controller for the said area , 
with ettect from the date of publication of this notification in the Gazette, 
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( iv ) 


8. R.O.No. 44/79 .-- In cxercise of the powers conferred by clause (a ) 
of subsection ( 1) of section 18 of the Kerala Buildings ( Lease and Rent 
Control) Act, 1965 (2 of 1965 ), the Government of Kerala hereby confer 
on tbc Subordinate Judge or the Principal Subordinate Judge, as the caso 
may be, having jurisdiction over the Kulasekharapuram Panchayat area in the 
Quilon District, the powers of the Appellatc Authority for the purposes 
of the said Act in the said area with effeat from the date of publication of 
this notification in the Gazette . 


By order of the Governor, 
C.P. RAMAKRISHNA PILLAI, 

Secretary. 


Explanatory Note 


( Thu does not form part of the above notifications, bar is intended to 
indicate their general purport.) 

The Kulasekharapuram Panchayat in Quilon District has in its 
resolution No. III dated the 28th December, 1976 requested Government 
to extend the provisions of the Kerala Buildinga ( Lease and Rent Control) 
Act, 1965 (2 of 1965) to its area . Under section i (3 ) of the said Act, 
Government can extend the provisions of the Act to any area of the State by 
a notification in the Gazette , provided that such notification shall be 
supported by a resolution passed by the local authority of the area affected 
by the notification . The above aotifications are to achieve the above 
purpose and issued on the request of the Panchayat concerned . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Agriculture (Co -operation ) Departmert 

ORDER 


G. O.Ms. No. 314/78 /AD . Dated , Trivandrum , 30th November 1978 

S. R. O. No. 45 /79. – Whereas an administrator was appointed to 
manage the affairs of the Quilon Taluk Coastal Development Bank as per 
procredivgs No. CR (4) 30572176 dated the 1st September, 1976 of the Joint 
Registrar of Co-operative Societies ( Credit) ; 

And whereas the administrator has completed to term of two years on 
31st August , 1978 ; 

And whereas clause (b ) of subsection ( 1) of section 32 of the Kerala 
Co- operative societies Act, 1969 (21 of 1969 ) enjoins that the aggregate 
period of the term of an administrator shall not exceed two years; 

And whereas the continuance of the term of the administrator is neces 
sary for a further period of six months from 1st September, 1978 so as to 
enable him to conduct election to the Board of Directors of the Quilon Taluk 
Coastal Development Bank in accordance with law ; 

And whereas the Government are satisfied that it is necessary in the 
public interest to extend the term of the administrator for a period of six 
months from 1st September, 1978 ; 

Now , therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by section 101 of the 
Kerala Co-operative Societies Act, 1969 (21 of 1969) the Government of 
Kerala hereby direct that the provisions of section 32 of the said Act shall 
apply to the Quilon Taluk Coastal Development Bank subject to the m di 
fication that in subsection ( 1) of the said section for the words two years 
the words " two years and six months" shall be substituted . 

By order of the Governor, 

N. R. AUGUSTINE , 

Additional Secretary. 
Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the amendment but is intended to indicate 
its general purport). 

The Board of Directors of the Quilon Taluk Coastal Development Bank 
were superseded under section 32 of the Kerala Co-operative Societies Act, 
1969 as per Proceedings of Joint Registrar ( Credit) No.CR (4 ) 30672/76 
dated 1-9-1976 as it was proved that the then Committee were acting pre-, 
judicial to the best interest of the Banks and disobeying lawſul direction : 

G. 2158 


issued from their Department and the Senior Inspector of Co-operative 
Societies Quilon B Unit was appointed as Adm inistrator to manage the 
affairs of the Bank . 2 he term of appointment of Administrator was exten . 
ded periodically since it was found that the irregularities committed by the 
Board in the working of the Bank was not rectified in full. Under section 32 
of the Kerala Cooperative Societies Act, 1969 the maximum period to which 
an Administrator can be appointed is for two years . The Administrator 
appointed to the said Bank is completing two years by 2-9-19 : 8 . Against 
the superse:sion order the Ex- President filed two O. Ps. before the High 
Cout. Out of the two O. Ps. one has since been dismissed by High Court 
and the orher is pending disposal. Since the O. P. is pending before the 
High Court, it is not proper to conduct election to the Board of directors . 
Also there is no sufficient time to conduct election, strictly conforming to the 
provisions of law prescribed for the purpose after obtaining a clarification in 
the matter . 

The Registrar of Co-operative Societies has, therefore , recommended 
that the Bank may be exempted from the provision of suction 32 of the 
Kerala Co-operative Societies Act so as to enable the Registrar of 
Co- operative Societies to extend the term of the Administrator for a period 
of six months from 1-9-1978 . Goveroment having examined the request 
have decided to direct under section 101 of the Act that section 32 of the 
Act shall apply to the Quilon Coastal Development Bank subject to the 
modification that in subsection (1 ) of the said section for the words " two 
years" " two years and six months shall be substituted . 

This order is to give effect to the above decision . 
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GOVERNMENT OR KERALA 
Agricultore (Co- operation ) Department 

ORDER 


G. O MS. No. 301 /78 /AD . Dated , Trivandrum , 21st November 1978 . 

S. R. O. No. (4679. - Whereas under subsection ( 1) of section 59 
of the Kerala Co-operative Societies Act, 1969 (21 of 1969 ), a society shall 
not make a loan to any person or a society other than a mcmber; 

And whereas under sub -rule (1) of rule 56 of the Kerala Co -operative 
Societies Rules, 1969 no financing bank or credit society shall grant loans 
for periods exceeding five years; 

And whereas the Accountant General s Office Employees Co-operative 
Credit Society Ltd. No. T. 291 has sufficient disposable funds for advancing 
loans to its employees for construction of houses; 

And whereas the society has decided and framed rules for granting 
advances to its employees for construction of houses; 

And whereas Government are satisfied that the exemption of the 
said society from the provisions of subsection (1) of section 59 ofthe Kerala 
Co -operative Societies Act, 1969 and sub -rule ( ) of rule 56 of the Kerala 
Co -operative Societies Rules 1969 is necessary in the public inter est ; 

Now , therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by section 101 
of the Kerala Co- operative Societies Act, 1969 ( 21 of 1969) read with rule 
181 of the Kerala Cu-operative Societies Rules, 1969 the Government of 
Kerala hereby exempt the Accountant General s Office Employees Co - ope 
rative Credit Society Ltd. No. T. 291 from the provisions of subsection (0 ) 
of section 59 of the said Act and sub-rule (1) of rule 56 of ihe said Rules for 
the limited purpose of empowering the said society to advance house building 
loans to its employees. 


By order of the Governor, 

N. R. AUOUSTIN , 
Additional Seculary. 


G. 2024 . 


(P.T.O. 


2 


Explanatory Note 
(This does not forma part of the order, but is intended to indicate its 
general purport) . 

The Accountant Generals Office Employees Co-operative Credit 
Society has requested that it may be exempted from the provisions of sec 
tion 56/1 ) of the Kerala Co-operative Societies Act, 1969 and Rule 56 (1) 
of the Kerala Co-operative Societies Rules so as to enable it to advance 
house building loans to its employees. The Registrar of Co-operative Societies 
has reported to Government that the society is financially sound and that it 
has sufficient disposable funds for advancing loans. He has there fore , 
recommended exemption . Government have accordingly decided to exempt 
the society from the operation of the above provisions. This order is intended 
to give effect to the above decision . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Water and Transport ( Transport C ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G. O. (Rt.) No. 548 /78 / W & T . Dated , Trivandrum , 17th November 1978 . 

S. R. O. No. 47/79. - Whereas representations have been received by 
Goverrment from Joseph , M. Vypana operator of the Stage Carriage 
No. KLK . 9399, KLO : 1235 and KLO . 4181 from C. V. Sreedharan , 
operator of stage carriage No. KLO . 4705 and from Shri M. S. Velayudhan , 
operator of stage carriage No KLK . 9563 in the State that vehicle tax in 
respect of the above stage carriages for the quarter ending 30th September, 
1978 could not be remitted within the prescribed period due to financial 
strain and that a further extension of time for payment of vehicle tax in 
respect of the said stage carriages may therefore, be granted ; 

And whereas, the Government are convinced that various circumstances 
existed under which the operators of the said stage carriages could not remit 
the vehicle tax in respect of their vehicles ordinarily kept for use in this 
State , for the quarter ending 30th September, 1978 due to financial strain ; 

And whereas, Government are convinced that non -operation of these 
stage carriages due to non -payment of tax would cause great inconvenience 
to the travelling public ; 

And whereas, Government consider it necessary to extend in public 
interest, the time for payment of the vehicle tax in respect of the said stage 
carriages; 

Now , therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by section 22 of the 
Kerala Motor Vehicles Taxation Act, 1976 (19 of 1976 ), read with Rule 5 
of the Kerala Motor Vehicles Taxation Rules, 1975 , the Government of 
Kerala hereby order that the vehicle tax for the quarter ending 30th 
September, 1978 , in respect of stage carriages ordinarily kept for use in 
the State bearing registration numbers KLK . 9399 , KLO . 1235 and 
KLO . 4181 shall be paid on or before 30th September, 1978 and that bear . 
ing registration numbers KLO . 4705 and KLK . 9563 shall be paid on or 
before 18th September, 1978 . 

By order of the Governor, 

K , KRISHNAN NAR , 

Additional Secretary . 
G. 1949 

[P. T. 0.] 


Esplanatory Note 
( This is not part of the notification but is intended to indicate the main 
purport of the notification .) 

Government have received representations from the operators of the 
above stage carriages requesting for extension of time for payment of vehicle 
tax for the quarter end ng 30-9-1978 on the ground that they are not in a 
position to remit the tax within the specified time due to varicus reasons. 
Government are convinced of the position and the need in public interest to 
grant extensir of time for payment of vehicle tax as notified as oiherwise 
those vehicles might be put out of operation for non -payment of tax which 
would cause great inconvenience to the travelling public . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour and Housing ( F ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G.O.Rt.1887 /78 /L & H . 

Dated, Trivandrum , 7th December 1978 . 
S.R.O. No. 4879. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section (5 ) of section of the Employees State Insurance Act, 1448 (Central 
Act 34 of 1948 ), theGovernmentof Kerala, in consultation with the Employecs 
State Insurance Corporation and with the approval of the Central Govern 
ment, and abier having given six months, notice, extend the provisions of the 
said Act to the classes of establishments, specified in column ( 1) and in 
all the areas specificd in column (2 ) in theschedule annexed hereto . 


SCHEDULE 


Description of Establishments 


Areas in which the 
Establishments 

are situated 


(2 ) 
1. Kandankunnu and 

Chokli in Telli 
cherry Taluk 
Cannanore District 


1. The following establishments whereon 

twenty or more persons are employed , 

or were employed for wages on any 
" 1 day of the preceding twelve months 

namely: 

(i) Hotels ; 
(ii) Restaurents; 
[ (iii) Shops ; 
(iv ) Road Motor Transport Esta 

blishments ; 
[ (v) Cinemas including preview 

be theatres ; 
(vi) News paper establishments as 

defined in section 2 (d ) of the 
working journalists (Condi 
tions of Service and Miscella 
neous Provisions ) Act, 1955 

( 45 of 1 955) 
LG , 2197 


2. Kannadiparamba and 

Kannapuram in 
Cannanore Taluk , 
Cannanore District 
and 


S. Morazha in Tali 

paramba Taluk , 
Cannanore District 


N 


(1) 


( 2 ) 


All the areas menti 
oned in column (2 ) 
against item No. 1 


2. Any premises including the precincts 

thereof whereon lv or more persons 
but in any .case less than twenty 
per ons are employed or were 
employed for wages on any of the 
preceding twelve months, and in 
any part of which a manufacturing 
process is being carried on with 
the aid of power or is ordinarily so 
carried on but excluding a mine, 
subject to the operation of a Mines 
Act, 1952 ( Central Act 35 of 1952 ) or a 
railway running shed or an establish 
ment which is exclusively engaged 
in any of the manufacturing process 
specified in clause (12) of section 2 
of the Employees State Insurance 
Act, 1948 (Central Act 34 of 1948 ) . 


All the areas ment: 
ioned in column ( 2) 
against items 1 and 2 


3. Any premises including precincts 

thereof whereon 20 or more persons 
are employed or were employed for 
wages on any day of the preceding 
twelve months and in any part of 
which a manufacturing process is 
being carried on without the aid of 
power, or is ordinarily so carried on ; 
but excluding a mine subject to 
the operation of theMines Act, 1952 
or a railway running shed or an 
establishment which is exclusively 
engaged in any of the manufacturing 
processes specified in clause (12) of 
section 2 of the Employees State 
Insurance Act, 1948(Central Act 34 
of 1948) 


By order of the Governor, 
R.RAMACHANDRAN NAIR , 

Secretary: 


3 


Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification , but is intended to indicate 
its general purport) . 

Government in consultation with the Employees State Insurance 
Corporation and with the approval of the Central Government propose 
to extend the provisions of the Employees State Insurance Act, 1948 ) 
certain new categories/classes of establishments in the areas as detailed 
in the notification wherein the Employees State Insurance Scheme has 
since been extended by the Central Government under section 1 (3) of the 
Act . 
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GOVERNMENT OP KEKALA 
Local Administration and Social Welfare G Department 

WITHDRAWAL NOTIFICATION 


G , O. R. T. No. 2409/ 18 /LA & SWD . Dalel, Trivandrum , 16th August 1978 

S.R.O. No. 49 79. - Under sub`ection ( 1 ) of section 52 at the Kerala 
Land Acquisition Act, 1961 (Act 21 of 1962 ) the Government of Kerala 
hereby withdraw from the acquisition of land mentioned in the schedule 
herelo annexed in respect of which land acquisition proceedings were initiated 
by the issue of Notification No. B4-14978 /74 dated 30th September , 1978 
under subsection (1 ) of section (3) there of published at page 3330 of Part 
111 of the Kerala Gazette dated 9th November, 1976 and the declaration , 
under section 6 of the Act published at page 972 of Part III of the Kerala 
Gazette dated 22nd March, 1971. 


1961- ലെ കേരള സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പ് അകററ് (1962- ലെ 21 -ാം ആക്ററ് ) 
52 -ാം വകുപ്പ് 1 -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പുപകാരം കേരള ഗവൺമെൻറ 

ഇതോടു 
ർത്തിട്ടുളള പട്ടികയിൽ പറ ഞ്ഞിട്ടുളള 9-11-1976 -ാം തീയതിയിലെ കേരള 
ഗസററിൽ 3 -ാം വകുപ്പ് 1 -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പ് പ്രകാരമുളള 30-9-1976-ാം 

തീയതി 
യി ലെ ബി 4-14978174 -ാം നമ്പർ പരസ്യം പുറപ്പെടുവിച്ചുകൊണ്ട് സ്ഥലമെ 
ടുപ്പു നടപടികൾ ആരംഭിച്ചിട്ടുളളതും 22-3-1977 -ാം തീയതിയിലെ കേരള 
ഗസറാിൽ 3 -ാം രാഗ ത്ത് 972 -ാം പേജിൽ പ്രസ്തുത ആക ററ് 6 -ാം വകുപ്പു 
പകാരനുളള പ്രഖ്യാപനം (പസ് 8 °ധപ്പെടുത്തിയിട്ടുളളതുമായ സ്ഥലം 
വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കുന്നതിൽ നിന്നും ഇതിനാൽ പിൻവാങ്ങുന്നു . 


SCHEDULE 


District - Trichur 


Description 


Talk - Mukundapuram 

S. 

No. 
621/ 6.7 


Village- Kaduppasserry 

Eston ! 
Hectare 
0,1012 


Dry 


By order of the Governor, 
N. GOPALAKRISHNAN NAIR , 
Special Sesrotary . 

( Pro ) 


G , 1499 


Explanatory Note 
( This is not part of the notification , but is intended to indicate the 
eneral purport). 

Acquisition of lands in Sy . No. 621/6 of Kaduppassery Village of 
Mukundapuram Taluk of Trichur District for which notification was 
published at page 3330 part III of the Kerala Gazette is not now required 
by tho Velookara Panchayat. Hence the withdrawal notification . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Local Administration and Social Welfare G Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G.O.( Rt) No. 2539/ 78/LA & SWD . Dated, Trivandrum , 25th August 1978 . 

S. R. O. No. 50 /79. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub -ection 
( 2 ) of section 62 of the Kerala Panchayats Act, 1960 ( Act 32 of 1960) the 
Government of Kerala, after consulting the Aylur Panchayat, hereby exclude 
from the operation of the said Act the poramhoke land formed as Edavazhi 
situated in Kairady Village, Chittur Taluk , Palyhat District vested with 
the Aylur panchayat and comprising the lands with the description given 
below and measuring the extent noted it , be the same a little more or 
less and registered in the revenue accounts as poramboke. 


1960- ലെ കേരള പഞ്ചായത്ത് ആക്ററ് (1960- ലെ 32-ാം ആക്ററ്) 62-ാം 
വകുപ്പിലെ (2) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം നൽകപ്പെട്ട അധികാരങ്ങൾ വിനിയോ 
ഗിച്ച് അയിലൂർപഞ്ചായത്തിൽ നിക്ഷിപ്തമായതും 

താഴെ പറയുന്ന 
സ്ഥലം ഉൾക്കൊളളുന്നതും, താഴെ പറയുന്ന അളവാ, അതിൽ അൽപ്പം 
കൂടുതലോ, കുറവോ ആയതും പുറമ്പോക്ക് ഭൂമികളെന്നു റവന്യൂ 

കണക്കു 
കളിൽ രജിസ്ററർ ചെയ്തിട്ടുളളതുമായ പുറമ്പോക്ക്ഭൂമികൾ മേൽപ്പറ ഞ്ഞ 
ആക° ററിന്റെ പ്രവർത്തന പരിധിയിൽ നിന്ന് കേരള ഗവൺമെൻറ് ഇതിനാൽ 
ഒഴിവാക്കിയിരിക്കുന്നു . 

SCHEDULE 

District - Palghat 
Taluk - Chittoor. 

Village-Kairady 

BOUNDARIES 
Extent in North East South West 

hectare 
435 

0.0050 435/2 425 4359 435/6 


Sy. No. 


By order of the Governor, 
N. GOPALAKRISHNAN NAIR , 
Special Secretar . 

( Pro.) 


G. 1568 


2 


Explanatory Note 
( This is not part of the notification, but is intended to indicate the 
general purport) . 

The land referred to is vested in the Aylur Panchayat and the 
Panchayat has agreed to transfer the land to the 

P. W. Departments 
for the purpose of canal work . The land is to be excluded from the 
operation of the Kerala Panchayats Act for effecting the transfer. The 
notification is intended to achieve the above purpose . 


Kerala Gazette No. 2 dated 9th January 1979 . 
PARTI 


Section iv 


GOVERNMENT OP KERALA 
Local Administration and Social Welfaro (G ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G. O. Rt. No, 3018| 78|LA & SWD . Dated , Tripandrum , 6th October 1978 . 

S.R.O. No. 51/79 - In exercise of the powers conferred by the sub 
section ( 2) of section 62 of the Kerala Panchayats Act, 1960) (Act 32 of 1960 ) 
the Governinent of Kerala after consulting the Ayalur Panchayat here by 
exclude from the operation of the said Act, the Pramboke land now 
vested in the Ayalur Panchayat and coinprising the land , specified in the 
schedule below , and measuring the extent, noted therein the same, a 
little more or less and registered in the records as poramboke land . 

കേരള പഞ്ചായത്ത് ആക്റം” (1960- ലെ 32 -ാം ആക്ററ്) 62 -ാം വകുപ്പിലെ 
(2 ) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം നൽകപ്പെട്ട 

അധികാരങ്ങൾ വിനിയോഗിച്ച് 
അയിലൂർ പഞ്ചായത്തിൽ നിക്ഷിപ്തമായതും, താഴെ പറയുന്ന സ്ഥലം 
ഉൾകൊള്ളുന്നതും, താഴെ പറയുന്ന അളവോ, അതിൽ അൽപം കുടുതലോ, 
കുറവോ അയതുമായ പുറമ്പോക്കു മികൾ മേൽപ്പറഞ്ഞ 

ആക്ററിൻറ 
പവർത്തന പരിധിയിൽ നിന്നും കേരളാ ഗവൺമെൻറ് ഇതിനാൽ ഒഴിവാക്കി 
യിരിക്കുന്നു . 

SCHEDULE 

District - Palghat 
Taluk - Chittur 

Village - Thiruvazhiyad 

BOUNDARIES 
Surney No. 

Extent 

North East South West 

(Hectares ) 
1005/6 0. 0600 1005/2 100517 

100514 
100514 0.717 , 100517,6 1005/10 1005/ 8,11,5 669 pt. 

700 
1225/7 0.01 30 1225/3 1225/3 1225/ 2,6 
1225/8 0.0350 1225/5 1225/3 701 Pt, 

1225/1. 
By order of the Governor, 
N. GOPALAKRISHNAN NAIR , 

Special Secretary. 
G , 1769 

[Pro.) 


669 pt. 


700 pt. 
701 pt. 


1224 pt. 


2 


Explanatory ! Note 
( This is not part of the notification , but is intended to indicate 
the general purport) . 

The land referred to is vested in the Ayalur Panchayat and the 
Panchayat has agreod to transfer the land to the Public Works(I)Department 
for the purpose of canal work . The land is to be excluded from the opera 
tion of the Kerala Panchayat Act for effecting the transfer. This 
Notification is intended to achieve the abɔve purpose . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Home ( C ) Department 

NOTIFICATIONS 
G.O. Rt. 74/79 /Home. 

Dated , Trivandrum , 5th January 1979 . 

( I ) 
SR. O. No. 53/79. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section (2 ) « f section 5 of the Kerala Civil Courts Act, 1957 (Act 1 of 1957) 
the Government of Kerala in consultation with the High Court of Kerala 
hereby vary and fix with effect from 10-1-1979 the number of Munsiffs to be 
appointed for the Munsiff s Cout, Cannanore as one . 


II 


S.R.O.No. 54179. - In exercise of the power conferred by subsection (2) 
of section 5 of the Kerala C.vil Curts Act 1957 (Act 1 of 19.7) the 
Government of Kerala in consultation with the High Court of Kerala 
hereby vary and fix with effect from 10-1-1979 the number of Mun iffs to 
be appointed for the Munsiff s Court, Parur , as two. 


By order of the Governor , 

M.K. KRISHNAN, 

Additional Secretary. 
Esplanatory Note 
(This is not part of the notification but is intended to give its 
general purport) , 

By G.O. Rt. 2458 /78 /Homedated 15-12-1978 sanction was accorded 
for the shifting of the Additional Bench to the Munsiff s Court at Cannanore 
to Parur. It is proposed to give effect to the order from 10-1-1979 . Thc 
notification is intended to achieve this object. 


G. 47 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Higher Education ( H ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


T. O. ( P ) No. 1/ 79 /H . Edn . 

Dated, Trio andrum , 1st January 79 . 
S. R. O. No. 55 /79. - In exercise of the powers conferre by 
subsection (1) of section 2 of the Kerala Public Services Act, 1968 ( 19 of 
1968), read with section 3 thereof, the Government of Kerala herebymake 
the following further amendment to the Special Rules for the Kerala 
Government Presses Service issued under G O. Ms. No. 954 /Public (Rules ) 
Department dated 5-11-1959 and published in Part I of the Kerala 
Gazette No. 45 dated 17-11-1959, namely : 


AMENDMENT 


In the said Rules, in the table under sub-rule (b ) of rule 4 , for item 
(3 ) of the qualifications under column ( 2 ) , the following shall be 
substituted , namely : 

“ (3 ) 5 years experience in a supervisory capacity in a recognised 
Printing Press . 
Note : - In the case of direct recruitment, only the experience gained 

after the acquisition of both the general education and 
technical qualifications, in a supervisory capacity in a recognised 
Printing Press, will be counted . 


By order of the Governor, 
V. VENKITANARAYANAN , 
Special Secretary . 

[PTO .) 


G. 12 


2 


> 


2 . 


Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification , but is intended to 
indicate its general purport.) 

In G O. Ms. No. 954[Public (Rules) Department dated 5-11-1959 
Government have prescribed qualifications and method of appuintment to 
the posts of Assistant Superintendent, Deputy Superintendent and 
Superintendent of Government Presses Printing Department These are 
supervisory posts But in i em No (3 ) there was no stipulation that the 5 
years experience in a recognised Printing Press should be in a supervisory 
capacity and that the experience should be gained after the acquisition 
of both the general educational and technical educational qualifications. 
The Secretary, Kerala Public Service Commission has brought to the 
notice of Government that in the absence of special provisions in the 
concerned Rules to this effect their notification insisting on experience 
after gaining qualification has been quashed by the High Court in the 
judgement in O.P No. 1951/1972 and the writ appeal No. 140/1973 filed 
by the Kerala Public Service Commission against the judgement has 
been dismissed by the High Court. Therefore the Secretary, Kerala 
Public Service Commission has requested to make the above amendment. 
Accordingly the amendment is made . 


- 
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NOTIFICATION 
No. HA. 3/78 . 

26th December 1978 . 
The Caution Deposit in respect of the undermentioned students will be 
reſunded to GeneralRevenue of the Government, as per G.O. (Ms) 118 /78 / 
Edn . dated 8-7-1975 , if the amount is not claimed within two months from 
the date of publication of this notification in the Gazette . 


Sl. No. 


Name of Student 


Class 


Receipt No. 


Amount 
Rs. 


(5 ) 


93 


9 ) 


3 ) 


7 ) 


» Chemistry 


(1) (2 ) 

( 3) 

(+ ) 

1975-76 
3 . Kamala Nair 

I D. C. Zoolagy 7109 
11 . Maria Kuruvilla 

7118 
31. Sheela , S. 

I D.C Botany 

7138 
36 . Usha , S. B. 

7143 
58 . Lilly kumary, S. K. 10. c? Physics 

7165 
63 . Aysba Nair 

English 

7170 
64 . Prabha Mini Gupta 

71 71 
66 . Maya Menon 

7173 
69 . Gita , P. 

7176 
70. Kalyani Shanti, M.D.K. 

71 77 
71 . Raja Leksmi, A 

7178 
78 . Thara Nayar 

7185 
108. Meena , U. Nair 

7329 
112. Sushama, S. 

Home Science 97333 
115. Usha Nair, L. 

7336 
Naaz 
121 . Nirmala Rani 

7342 
129. Jaya Sree, A. 

,, Mathmatics 

7350 
Annamma Alexander 

7352 
132 Lelitha Nair 

4 
166. Uma Tripura Sundari Economics 7-7--5 
177. Srce Letha Nair 

7457 
202 Valsal. , R. 

7482 
209. Padmavathy Sadasivan History 

7489 
214. Shameem , K. 

7491 
218 . Devaki Padmanabh 

7498 
221. Vijayakumary, K. 

7501 
227. Girijamma, K. 

7507 
228 . Usha Devi, S. 

7508 
239. Sugandhi, S. 

7519 
243. Saradamany, K. 

7523 
Eg . 2 


33 


119 . 


73-10 


50.00 
50.00 
50.00 
50.00 
50.00 
-10.00 
40.00 
40.00 
10.00 
+0.00 
10.00 
+0.00 
75.00 
25.00 
50.00 
50.00 
50.00 
+0.00 
+0.00 
10.00 
10.00 
10.00 
-10.00 
40.00 
10.00 
10.00 
40.00 
10.00 
10.04 
+0.00 
40.00 


9 ) 


131 . 


> 


) 


23 


33 


9 


7 ) 


19 


20 


39 


2 


(5 ) 


> 


9 ) 


33 


92 


7776 
7781 
7783 
7793 
7795 
7796 
7805 
7812 
7816 
7834 
7838 
7941 
8315 
9247 
9257 
9259 
9268 
9270 
9533 
9794 
11128 
11993 


40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
10.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
10.00 


> 


22 


92 


3 


(1) ( 2 ) 

(3 ) 
269. Shamshad , M. I D.C. Philosophy 
274 . Shylaja , S. 
276 . Prasanna Nair K. G. 
286 . Jayanthi, G. 
288. Sathy kumari, D. 
289 . Asha, B. 
298 Mumtaas Beegum , A. 
305. Valsalakumari, S. 
309 . Ambika, S. 

Hindi 
326 . Radhika , s . 

» Malayalam 
330. Jayasree, S. 
339. Ambujam , S. 
346 . Suscendrakumari 
353 . Syamala 

», Botany 
563. Mary Jayan, C. 

History 
365 . Lalitha, V. K. 
374. Sumaya Beegum ,, Philosophy 
376 . 

Meera, K. G. 
398 . Annie Varghese 
499. Vasanthakumari, G. History 
540. Prabnavathy, B. 

Philosophy 
575. Sumaya Beegum 

1976-77 
12. Kalpakam 

II D. C. Economics 
21. Geetha , S. J. 

Zoology 
22. Jayasrce, M. 

Music 
59. Jayasreedharan 

I P.D.C. 
69. Geetha , N. 
72 . Helen Sarah Thomas 

Asha kumar 
87 . Dakshina, K. 
96 . Usha Varghese 
97 . Raji, S. 

happement 
123 . Saly David 
133 . 

Usha , S. K. 
152. Nancy Abraham 
165 . Suja Abraham 
166 . 

Mariamma Varghese 
169 . 

Sheela , P. 
186 . Latha T. K 
189. Sreckumari, B. L. 
191 . Selva kumari, B. 
199 . Vineetha, K. R. 
204. Junicda Bccgum 


93 


> 


» Botany 


92 


33 


85 . 


3 


92 


370 
1058 
1286 
1393 
1403 
1406 
1419 
1421 
1430 
1431 
1456 
1467 
1484 
1497 
1498 
1501 
1518 
1521 
1523 
1531 
1536 


3 ) 


40.00 
50.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 


) 


92 


29 


3 ) 


23 


23 


92 


95 


3 


(4 ) 


(5 ) 


22 


1554 
1556 
1558 
1561 
1573 


92 


92 


99 


1576 


93 


99 


29 


99 


29 


99 


32 


99 


22 


(1) ( 2 ) 

( 3 ) 
221. Renu Nair 

I PDC 
223. Mangala , S. 
225. Rajee, K. 
228. Sheela , N. R. 
240. Maya Devi, M. 
243. 

Sheela Iyer 
244. Jyotsna , A. 
245. Radha , P.S. 
246. Sangeetha, R.Menon 
250. Kursheed , M. 
253 . Asha , P. P. 
256 Sudhakumary , P. B. 
257 Sreelekha , R. 
266 . Padmaja , K. 
271 Girija , M. 
282 Kanakalatha , V. V. 
292 . Southa , P. 
294 Sobhanakumary , P. 
297 . Chandini Bai , D. 
298 . 

Girijakumari, D. 
299. Khamarunnissa Sherief, A. A. 
311. LakshmiDevi, 
322 Kamala , K. 
330 . Nazeema, N.K. 
331. Komalavally , M. 
333. Sushama, S. 
342 . 

Nalini Thamrpatty 
345 . Sulekha Beevi, P. 
353 . Suma Chandrasekharan 
368 . Girija , M. 
374. Sujana, S. 
377 . Sreelekha , K. 
380. Komalavally , M. 
384. Suseela Thayamma 
392. Prabhakumary, S. 
395. Padmaja , K. 
441. Krishnakumari, S. 
448 Radha Devi, P. S. 
455 . Pramila kumari, S. 
456 . Janaki Devi, P. 

IL.D.CE co . 
457. Elizabeth Jacob 

1 PDC 
466 . Saraswathy Devi, R. M.Sc. Maths 
476 . Shakeela N. 

M. Sc . Botany 
Ambika , V .. 

Zoology 
490 . Chandraprabha, M. 

IŇ . A. English 


> 


» 


40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
25.00 
25.00 
25.00 
25.00 
25.00 
25.00 
25.00 
25.00 
25.00 
25.00 
25.00 
25.00 
25.00 
25.00 
25.00 
25.00 
25.00 
25.00 
15.00 
25.00 
25.00 
25.00 
25.00 
25.00 
25.00 
25.00 
40.00 
15.00 
15.00 
40.00 
25.00 
25.00 
25.00 
25.00 
25.00 
+0.00 
40.00 
50.00 
75.00 
75.00 
50.00 


1577 
1578 
1579 
1583 
1586 
1539 
1590 
1599 
1604 
1615 
1625 
1627 
1630 
1631 
1632 
1777 
3577 
3585 
3536 
3588 
3597 
3600 
3608 
3959 
4018 
4192 
4195 
4199 
4207 
4210 
4406 
4413 
41420 
4.123 
4426 
44.10 
4450 
4457 
4461 


9 


3 


33 


3 


>> 


22 


>> 


) 


>> 


92 


» 


483 


4 


(5 ) 


23 


29 


> 


99 


97 


> 


( 1) ( 2) 

( 3 ) 
497. Jayaleakshmi, B. I M. A. English 

4471 
500. Laila , P. S. 

Music 

4474 
508. Sumangala Devi Amma Economics 4482 
522 Ranganayaki, T , S. 

History 4496 
524 . Phylitics Mary soza 

4498 
534 . Agness Syamala Lean 

Philosophy 

4508 
536 . Chechamma K.Mathen 

4510 
538. Jenitha Rose 

4512 
542. Prathibha, S. 

4516 
945. Vijayam , L. 

Chemistry 5815 
1010 . Annamma Thomas 

History 

6203 
1013 . Usha kumary, K. 

6206 
1108. Janitha Rose 

Zoology 10138 
1109 Mercy, T. K. 

Zoology 

10139 
1110. Sheeba, P. A. 

I PDC 

10248 
1117. Ajit Kaur, 

IM . A. English 10753 

1977-1978 
13. Suma Lakslimanan III D.C.Zoology 2444 
( 334. Syamalakumari 

Hindi 

3687 
353. Asha Nair , N. 

II PDC 

3892 
408. Ranjini Varma 

II PDC 

3972 
560. Jayasree, R. S. III.D.C. Hindi 8533 
1945. Sujatha , D. 

Botany 

12233 
1116 . Sobhana kumari, R. 1. Sc . Botany 

16374 
College for Women , 

(Sd . ) 
Trivandrum , 

For Principal 


50.00 
50.00 
50.00 
50.00 
50.00 
50.00 
50.00 
50.00 
50.00 
75.00 
50.00 
50.00 
25.00 
75.00 
40.00 
50.00 


99 


> 


50.00 
40.00 
25.00 
40.00 
40.00 
50.00 
75.00 
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THE HIGH COURT OF KERALA 


NOTIFICATION 
No. A2-22335 /78 /CS-33. 

9th November 1978 . 
In exercise of the powers conferied by Article 229 of the Constitution 
of India , the Chief Justice hereby makes the following amendments to the 
Kerala High Court Service Rules, 1970 , namely: -- 


AMENDMENTS (C.S. 33) 
I. In Rule 4 , under division II, the entry " Category 12 Assistant 
Librarians" shall be deleted . 


II . In the table below Rule 6 under division II, the entry 
“ Category 12 Assistant Librarians” occuring in Column (1) and the 
corresponding entries in Columns (2) and (3 ) shall be deleted . 

III. In Annexure I, under division II, the entry " Category 12 Assistant 
Librarians” occuring in Column (1) and the corresponding entries in 
Columns (2 ), (3 ) and (4 ) shall be deleted . 

IV . The above amendments shall be deemed to have come into force 
with effect from 1-9-1978 . 


By order , 
K. B. MENON , 

Registrar. 


Explanatory Note 
( This note is not part of the amendment but is intended to indicate its 
general purport). 

The post of Assistant Librarian , High Court has been downgraded to 
that of Library Assistant as per G. O. Rt. 1457/78 /Home dated 19-7-1978 . 
The above amendments are intended to delete the category of Assistant 
Librarians from the Rules and to make the necessary consequential altera 
tions therein . 


G418 /S . 
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Cochin Port Trust 

NOTIFICATION 
P2/10452 /78 /S . 

13th December 1978 . 
The following draft regulation which the Cochin Port Trust Board 
proposes to make to anena 

the Cochin Port Employees (Conduct ) 
Regulations 1964 , in exercise of the powers conferred by section 28 of the 
Major Port Trusts Act, 1963 (38 of 1963), read with section 124 of that 
Act, are hereby published for the information of persons likely to be 
affected thereby Notice is hereby given that the draft will be taken up 
for consideration on 17-1-1979 . Any objection or suggestion which may be 
received by the port Trust Board with respect to the draft on or before the 
date so specified shall be taken into consideration by the Port Trust Board . 

THE COCHIN PORT EMPLOYEES (CONDUCT) FIRST 

AMENDMENT REGULATIONS, 1978 
(a ) These Regulations may be called the Cochin Port Employees 
Conduct) First Amendment Regulations, 1978 . 

(b ) They shall come into force on the date on which Centrai 
Government s approval thereto is published in the OfficialGazette. 

2. In the cochin Port Employees (Conduct ) Regulations, 1964 
(hereinafter referred to as the said Regulations), in regulation 3 , for sub 
regulation (1), the following sub- regulation shall be substituted , namely : 
** 1A ) Every employee shall, at all times 

(i) maintain absolute integrity . 
(ii) maintain devotion to duty ; and 
(iii) do nothing which is unbecoming of an 

employee of the Board. 
( 1B ) (i) Every employee holding a supervisory post shall take all 

possible steps to ensure the integrity and devotion to duty 
of all employees for the time being under his control and 

authority , 
(ii) No employee shall, in the performance of his official 

duties or in the exercise of powers conferred on him , act 
otherwise than in his best judgment except when he is 
acting under the direction of his cfficial superior and 
shall, when he is acting under such direction , obtain the 
direction in writing wherever practicable , and where it is 
not practicable to obtain the direction in writing, he shall 
obtain written confirmation of the direction 
thereafter as possible . 


as soon 


Er . 1920 / V . 


2 


on 


their 


(iii ) Every superior official giving the direction shall give it in 

writing as far as practicable, and where it is not practicable , 

confirm such direction in writing immediately thereafter 
" Explanation : Nothing in clause (ii) of 

sub- regulation (13 ) 
shall be construed as empowering an employee 

to evade his 
responsibilities by seeking instructions from . or approval of, 
a superio . Officer or authority when such instructions are 

not necessary under the delegation of powers." 
3 . In the said regulations, for the explanation below regulation 8 . 
the following explanations shall be substituted namely: 
Explanation 1: Supply of routine or statistical information , wherever 

consi ered necessary, to recognised Unions and Associations 
of employees by the authority having custody of such 
information , 

request shall 

not amount to 
unauthoriseo communication of information within the 

meaning of this regulation . 
Explanation 2 : If an employee quotes or copies in his representation , 
appeal etc., circulars and instructions of 

the Board or any 
other Major Port Trust or Government including those 
marked secret, notes and other information , from 
which he is not authorised to have acces, or which he is not 
authorised to keep in his personal custody or for personal 
purpose , the action shall amount to unauthorised communi 
cation of information within the meaning of this regulation . 
However, quotation by an employee of any order passed in 
the case of another employee whose case is similar to his 
own shall not amount to contravention of this regulation 
provided the quotation in his such a case is from the final 
orde s passed and not from the notings on the file ” 


files to 


Cochin - 3 . 


M. J. KURIAN , 

Secretary 


. 
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Cochin Port Trusi 

NOTIFICATION 
No. L.O /33- A . 

12th December , 1978 
The draft of the following Regulations which the Cochin Port Trust 
Board proposes to make in exercise of the powers conferred by Section 28 of 
the Major Port Trusts Act, 1963 (38 of 1963), read with Section 124 of 
that Act, is hereby published for the information of persons likely to be 
affected thereby . Notice is hereby given that the draft will be taken up for 
consideration on 24-1-1979 . Any objection or suggestion which may be 
received by the Port Trust Board with respect to the draft on or before the 
date so specified , shall be taken into consideration by the Port 
Trust Board . 
THE COCHIN PORT TRUST EMPLOYEES (FAMILY WELFARE ) 

REGULATIONS, 1978 
1. Short Title and Commencement.- (i) These Regulations may be called 
the Cochin Port Employees (Family Welfare ) Regulations, 1978 . 

( ii ) They shall come into force on the date on which Central 
Government s approval thereto is published in the Official Gazette. 

2. Application . These Regulations shall apply to all employees of the 
Board including B Category workers but shall not apply to those employees 
who are on deputation from other organisations in the service of the Board 
and those who are permanent employees of the Board and are on deputation 
for the time being to other organisations, provided that those regular 
employees who are due to retire within a period of three years shall not be 
allowed to join the fund . 

3 Object. The object of the Regulations is to ensure some immediate 
financial relief to the families of the employees who die while in service and 
who are medically incapacitated for further continuance in Trust s service, 
and also to provide some terminal benefits at the time of retirement . 

4. Definition. - In these Regulations unless the context otherwise 
requires : 

(a ) Board and Chairman shall have the meaning assigned to 

them under theMajor Port Trusts Act, 1963. 

Fund means the Cochin Port Trust Family Security Fund. 
( c) Committee means the Committee constituted under para 

6 below . 
(d ) "Employee means all employees of the Board other than 

Casual Labour. 
5. Constitution of the Fund . — The Board shall constitute a fund by 
contributions from the employees and the Board as under : 

(a) Every employee shall make monthly contribution of Rs. 10 to 
the fund to be recovered from his monthly pay bill 

(b ) The Board shall make an annual contribution of Rs. 3 lakhs to 
the fund at such intervals as may be decided upon by the Chairman 
from time to time. 

Eg . 1968 /V , 


2 


(c ) The interest accumulated thereon from time to time. 

(d ) The quantum of contribution by the Board and the employees 
will be subject to alternation by the Board in the light of the average 
annual number of casualities from time to time. 

6. Administration of the Fund .- (a ) A Committee consisting of three 
Officers nominated by the Chairman shall administer the Fund . 

(b ) The accumulations in the Fund shall be invested by the 
Committee in any of the nationalised banks and in the manner prescribed by 
the Board from time to time. 

7. Advisory Committee. - An Advisory Committee consisting of three 
officers of the Management other than those nominated for administering 
the Fund and the Labour Trustees of the Board shall be constituted by the 
Chairman to advise him on the administration of the Regulations. 

8. Quantum of Assistance.- (a) A lump sum amount of Rs. 10,000 
shall be paid 

(i) to the nominee of every employee who dies while in service 

for any cause , 
(ii ) to the employee who become total disabled for further 

employment due to accidents while on duty making him 
lose 100 % earning capacity as scheduled in Workmens 

Compensation Act 1923 and as amended from time to time. 
( h ) In the absence of a nominee , the amount shall be paid to the 
person to whom the pensionary benefits are normally payable. For this 
purpose Provident Fund nomination holds good . 

9. (i) An employee who superannuates or retires voluntarily from 
service after 3 years from joining the Fund_shall be entitled to receive a 
lump sum payment of Rs. 5,000 from the Fund . 

( ii) In respect of an employee who is compulsorily retired , 
discharged, dismissed or removed from service or who resigns his post , 
he shall be entitled to receive back the entire contributions made by him 
together with the same percent of interest applicable to Providend Fund 
Accounts computed at the end of every year . 

(iii) Provided further that a person retired under FR 56 or medically 
boarded out will be paid the full amount. 

10. General.- (a) The payment from the fund shall be in addition to 
the other terminal benefits and statutory payments if any to which the 
family of the deceased or the medically incapacitated employee is 
entitled to . 

(b ) The procedure for the payment shall be as laid dow 
Chairman from time to time. 

(c) The contribution made by the employee to the fund shall not be 
refunded except as provided for in para 9 above. 

(d ) The decision of the Chairman shall be final in respect of all 
matters connected with the fund . 

M. J. KURIAN , 
Cochin - 3 . 

Secretary 


by the 


